




THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410 

Apr i l  28,  1981 

Ti3 TtIE CONGRESS OF THE Ui’iITED STATES: 

In accordance w i t h  the provision of Section 113(a) 
o f  the Lousing and Community 3evelopment Act of 1974, as 
amended, I herewith forward t o  you the S i x t h  Annual Report 
on the Conmunity Devel opnent Block Grant (CDSC;) Program. 

The Report i s  comprised of two rnajor parts. The f i r s t  
pa r t  discusses the C D B G  program i n  1980 and the patterns of  
pmgram development over the l a s t  six years. 
p a r t  contains CDBG program data organized for  use as a 
resource and as  a supplement t o  the discussion in the f i r s t  
p a r t .  

The second 

The S i x t h  Annual CDSG Report was prepared for  the 
Congress; b u t  i t  can also be ut i l ized by individuals, cit izen 
groups,  cotmunity o f f i c i a l s ,  scholars, and program managers. 
All of these persons have 
being used i n  communities. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

SIXTH ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS ON THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

T h i s  year 's-Annual  Report t o  Congress on t h e  Community Development Block Grant 
Program provides  an a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  communities have undertaken t o  
meet t h e  program's purposes  and l e g i s l a t i v e  o b j e c t i v e s .  The r e p o r t  a l s o  
p r e s e n t s  an assessment o f  program performance r e l a t i v e  t o  program i s s u e s .  

CDBG Funding. In  1980 t h e  Community Development Block Grant program 
rece ived  $3.8 b i l l i o n .  The bulk o f  t he se  funds ,  $2.7 b i l l i o n ,  were 
provided through t h e  Ent i t l ement  Program t o  En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  ($2.3 
b i l l i o n )  and Urban Counties  ($0.4 b i l l i o n ) .  The rest  of  t h e  funds went 
t o  Small Cities ($1 .O b i l l i o n ) ,  t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund ($85 
m i l l i o n )  and t o  t h e  F i n a n c i a l  Se t t lement  Program ($15 m i l l i o n ) .  T h i s  
brought t h e  t o t a l  amount appropr ia ted  by Congress t o  $19.6 b i l l i o n  s i n c e  
t h e  beginning o f  the  program i n  1975. Df t h i s  t o t a l ,  $13.7 b i l l i o n  has 
gone to sthe Ent i t l -ement  Program w5th Entit.1-ement Cities r ece iv ing  $1 1.8 
b i l l t o n  and Urban Counties  $1.9 b i l l i o n .  Hold Harmless Communities, 
phased out  o f -  . the  program i n  1980, had rece ived  $1.7 b i l l i o n .  In  
a d d i t i o n ,  $3.4 b i l l i o n  went t o  Small Cities,  $0.4 b i l l i o n  t o  t h e  
S e c m t a r y ' s . F u n d ,  and $0.4 b i l l i o n  - to  F inanc i a l  Settl-ement. 

i 

A s  o f  December 31, 1980, 99.5 percent  
of , t h e  block g r a n t  funds made 
a v a i l a b l e  from 1975 . t h rough  1980 
had been o b l i g a t e d  by HUD t o  CDBG 
g r a n t e e s .  Approximately 73 percent  
of a l l  o b l i g a t e d  .funds had been 
expended by t h e  g ran t ee s .  CDBG 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  i nc reased  every year  
f o r  t h e  first s i x  years of  t h e  program 
but  dec l ined  by 2.2 pe rcen t  between 
F i s c a l  Years 1980 and 1981. I n  
c o n s t a n t  d o l l a r  terms, t h e  va lue  of  t h e  
g r a n t s  has dec l ined  each year  s i n c e  
1978. As a re su l t ,  i n  1980 g r a n t e e s  
as a whole were r e c e i v i n g  approximately 
t h e  same amount i n  cons t an t  d o l l a r s  
t h a t  they were i n  1975. 

The funding f o r  Urban Counties and 
Sma 11 Ci t ies  has  increased  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  since ' t h e  program was 
i n s t i t u t e d .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t o  i n c r e a s e s  
i n  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s ,  the  i n c r e a s e  i n  
funding for Urban Counties  was due t o  

. t h e  phase- in o f  Urban Codnties i n t o  
the  program, w h i l e .  t h e  i n c r e a s e  for 
Small C i t i e s  was' p r i m a r i l y  due t o  the 
phase--out o f  -smaller Ho-ld Harmless 

-formula gran tees '  which are now 
e l i g i b l e  f o r  funding under t h e  Small 
Ci t ieS Progpam. 

CDBQ Approprlatlons by Flrcal Years 
In Actual and Conrtanl Dollars, 1975.1881 

5 

Actual Dollars 

4 - Constant Dollars 

1975 1876 1977 1978 1979 1880 1987 

CDBG Funding to Mold Hamleas and 
h a l l  Cltlas, 1975.1980 

1.000, 

900 - 
800 - /' 

Small Cities 0' 

//' 
? 700 - 

0" wo- /' 
/ 

500 - 
400 - 
300;,4/- Hold Harmless 

200 - 
100 - 

0 
1 9 7 5  1 9 7 6  1 9 7 7  1 9 7 8  1 9 7 9  1 E  

I 

F w a l  Years 1975 lhru 798C 



Nat iona l  Objec t ives .  -In 1980, sthe CDBG program was amended and 
reau thor ized  f o r  an a d d i t i o n a l  three year  per iod .  These 1980 amendments 
added  a n i n t h  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  t o  t h e  CDBG program--energy 
conserva t ion .  The new law recognizes  t h e  problems a r i s i n g  from 
i n c r e a s i n g  energy c o s t s  which have s e r i o u s l y  undermined t h e  q u a l i t y  and 
o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of l o c a l  community and housing development 
a c t i v i t i e s .  I 
Grantee expend i tu re s  i n  1980 were used 
t o  address a l l  o f  t h e  program's 
n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s .  However g r a n t e e s  
emphasized two o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  

de t r imen ta l  c o n d i t i o n s  and expansion 
o f  t h e  housing s tock- - s ign i f i can t ly  
more than - t he  other obJect ives .  The 
e l i m i n a t i o n  o f -  detrimental cond i t i ons  
rece ived  greatest iemphasis from Urban 
Counties  and Small  C i t i e s ,  wh i l e  
Ent i t fsmtlnt  Citfes lamphasized 
conserva t ion  and expadsion of t h e  
housing Stock. 

ob j e c t i v e s - i t h e  e 1 im i n  a t ion  of 

Community Development Act iv i t i eG;  
EntitTement Cities, Urban Counties and 
Small C i t i ' e s  a l l  spend the greatest 
propor t ion  o f  t h e i r  Block Grant ' funds  
on two ac t iv i t ke s - -pub l i c  works' and 
housing r ehab i l i t a t i on- - wi th  pub l i c  
works a c t i v i t i e s  being e s p e c i a l l y  
predominant i n  Urban Counties  and 
Small Ci t ies .  

The emphasis g iven  t h e  va r ious  
program a c t i v i t i e s  v a r i e s  from one 
type  o f -  c i t y  t o  another .  There are 
two c o n t r a s t i n g  funding p a t t e r n s  
t h a t  are i n d i c a t i v e  of  both 
the  degree .to which communities 
are budgeting- CDBG fimds t o  address 
g e n e r a l  needs and - t h e  f l e x i b i l i t v  

CDBG NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

1. The elimination of slums and blight: 
2. The elimination of conditions which are detrimental to 

health. safety. and public welfare: 
3. The conservation and expansion 01 the nation's housins 

stock: 
4. The expansion and improvement of the quantity and 

quality 01 community services 
5. A more rational utilization of land and other natural 

resources; 
6. The reduction of the isolation of income groups within 

communities and geographical areas: 
7. The restoration and preservation of properties of special 

value for historic. architectural. or esthetic reasons. 
8. The alleviation 01 physical and economic distress through 

the stimulation 01 private investment and Community 
revitalizaton; and 

8. The Conservation and expansion of the nation's scarce 
energy resources 

Curnul.llve CDBG Program Funds Budgeted 
by Acllvlty Groups. 1978.1980 

p r e s e n t  i n . t h e  Block Grant s t r u c t u r e .  among 
large En t i t l emen t  Cities, 3 c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  c i t i e s  w i t h  d e c l i n i n g  
popula t ions '  and more economically d i s t r e s s e d  c i t i e s ,  These c i t ies .  budget 
a larger -percentage  O f  their  ' f unds  toward housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and 
p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  than  do o t h e r  <typEB+ of citi.es, I n  contrast.,- less 
economically distressed En t i t l emen t  CitSes, t h o s e  l oca t ed  i n a t h e  suburbs ,  
thusel w2th smaller population-s, and those  wzth i nc reas ing  popu la t i ons ,  
budget a larger  p e r k a t a g e  o f  funds t o  pub l i c  works, pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
and parks' and open s p a c e s -t h a n  o t h e r  ci t ies,  

The first p a t t e r n  i-s found 

ii 

0 en SolPks 5 gttbgFac 
s&2 

(In Millions of Dollars1 



Local Community Development Purposes. Local community development 
purposes d i f f e r  from community development a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h a t  
a c t i v i t i e s  de sc r ibe  what  was funded w h i l e  purposes i n d i c a t e  how p r o j e c t s  
re la te  t o  l o c a l  needs and goa ls .  
With regard t o  l o c a l  CDBG 
purposes ,  t h e  l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n s  

CDBG Program Funds Budgeted 
by Program Purposes. 1880 

of  e n t i t l e m e n t  funds were 

expansion o f t h e  housing s tock  

conserva t ion  (24 p e r c e n t ) .  
General p u b l i c  improvements and 
s e r v i c d ,  the provi3ion of 
s o c i a l  - s e r v i c e s ,  and economic 
d eve 1. opme n t r ece ive  d 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  lees lemphasi-s. 

devoted t o  t h e  conserva t ion  and Soc Serv 1040r 

(42 pe rcen t )  and neighborhood 5282 Gen Pub Imp 1358'' @ t Cons" 24 oe 

c7 €con Dev 9 44 '  
S19E 

Con/Exp Hsg 42 49'. 
$882 

(In Millions of Dollars1 

\ 

1 
The empha-sis g iven  the d i f f e r e n t  l o c a l  program purposes'  a l s o  v a r i e s '  by 
t h e  .types o f  Entit3ement Ci t ies  undertaking them. I n  g e n e r a l ,  large 
Entit-t-ement C i t f e b ,  - t hose  citi-es which a r e  more economically dis t ressed,  
those  c i t i e s  l o s i n g  popula t ion ,  and those r ece iv ing  h i g h  l e v e l s  -of 
funding budget  more of  t h e i r  -funds t o  conserving and expanding t h e  
housing s t o c k ,  p rovid ing  publ ic  s e r v i c e s ,  and s t i m u l a t i n a  l o c a l  economic 
development than  do o t h e r  types  of  c i t i e s .  Smaller Ent i t l ement  Cities,  
those  wi th  less  economic d i s t r e s s ,  those  ga in ing  popula t ion ,  and those  
r e c e i v i n g  t h e  fewest funds budget a l a r g e r  propor t ion  of funds t o  
neighborhood conserva t ion  and gene ra l  publ ic  improvements than do o t h e r  
c i t i es .  

Concentrat ing Bene f i t s .  Low- and moderate-income census t r a c t s  cont inue  
t o  r ece ive  t h e  ma jo r i t y  of t h e  funds i n  t h e  CDBG Ent i t l ement  Program. I n  
1980, 62 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds were a l l o c a t e d  t o  low- and 
moderate-income t r ac t s ,  an i n c r e a s e  of  fou r  percentage p o i n t s  i n  t h e  las t  
two yea r s .  En t i t f emen t  Ci t ies  w i t h  dec l in ing  popula t ions ,  t hose  wi th  . 
moderate and h igh  l e v e l s  o f  d is t ress ,  t h e  very largest c i t i e s ,  and those  
wSfth a h igh  p e r c e n t a g e , o f  minor i ty  r e s i d e n t s  showed - s ign i f i can t  i n c r e a s e s  
i n  the  amount o f  low- and moderate- income census t r ac t  funding between 
1978 and 1980. The - types '  of- EntitT*ment Cities devot ing a lower 
percentage o f  funds to  low- and moderate-inm-me areas w e r e ' t h o s e  having a 
smaller proport5on o f  l o v e r  income persons ;  They , t end  to be smaller 
ci.tAes, t h o s e  ,with low minor t ty  popu la t i ons ,  t hose  ga in ing  i n  p o p u l a t i o n  
and-tthose f i t h  the, smallest :  CDBG ent i t - lements .  

iii 
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Those En t i t l emen t  Cities w i t h  t h e  
smallest g r a n t s ,  however, s t i l l  
geograph ica l ly  concen t r a t e  t h e i r  CDBG 
funds.  Although t h e  Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  
r e c e i v i n g  the  smallest g r a n t s  do n o t  
devote  a ma jo r i t y  po r t i on  o f  t h e i r  
funds  t o  lower-income census t r ac t s ,  
these c i t i e s  spend over 50 percent  of 
t h e i r  funds i n  Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  
Areas. 

10 

0 

- A  ma-joritg of sthe funding f o r  a l l  ' t ypes  
o f  CDBG program a c t i v i t i e s  except  f o r  
t-he provi-sion of  open space and parks  
is d i r e c t e d  ,toward low- and moderate- 
income censhs  t rac ts ,  Act ivi t i -es  
occur r ing  a t  a p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  h ighe r  
levez i n  loM-. and moderate-income 
t rac ts  inc lude  t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  pub l i c  
s e r v i c e s ,  acqui -s i t ion  and demol i t ion ,  
and housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n .  

- 
1 I I 

1.2 2.4 4.9 1 c -  

Accomplishments. The- CDBG program g ives  
Ent i t l ement  Communities broad d i s c r e t i o n  
i n  de te rmin ing  * t h e  con ten t  of l o c a l  
programs. These l o c a l  programs are 

accomplishments. Communities provided 
programs t h a t  increased  t h e  v i a b i l i t y  of  
neighborhoods, improved pub l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  assisted needy r e s i d e n t s ,  
and con t r ibu t ed  t o  the  economic 
development of  many l o c a l i t i e s .  
CDBG r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  e f f o r t s  have been 
concen t r a t ed  i n  improving s i n g l e  family 
owner - occupied s t r u c t u r e s .  Publ ic  
improvements emphasized s treet  
improvements w i t h  roughly equa l  shares 
o f  CDBG expend i tu re s  going- i n t o  pub l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s  ( such  as neighborhood 
cen t e r s ' ) ,  water and sewer improvements; 
and r e c r e a t i o n a l  facilit-ies. I n  
a d d i t i o n  - t o  these p h y s i c a l  
accompli-s.hments, CDBG I unds were a I s o  
used t o  provide  p u b l i c  services inmthe 
form -of a i d  and a s s i s t a n c e  for - e l d e r l y  
and young pe r sons ;  p o l i c e ,  and h e a l t h  
care. F i n a l l y ,  CDBG funds have been 
used t o  promote a var5e ty  of  l o c a l  
economic development ac t i v i t - i e s  . Recent 
t r e n d s  i n d i c a t e  the  growing importance 
o f  CDBG - f u n d s  i n  suppor t ing  l o c a l  
development Corpora t ions .  

marked by d i v e  rs it y o f  

Cumulktive CDBG Program Funds Budgeted to 
Nolghbomood Strktogy AN.* and Low and Moderate Income Banelits 

by City Grant Size, 1979.1960 

Grant Size 

lMd111ons 01 Dollars8 

I 
Porcantkae of Planned Activities Benelitina Low and 

-Moderate Income Census Trsctd 
1980 

0 LowlModerate Income 
Won LowlModerate Income 

SELECTED ENTITLEMENT GRANTEE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

1975.1979 

REHABILITATION 
Homes 
Apartments 

213,743 
41,334 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 
Miles of Streets 6,163 
Miles of Curbs, Gutters 3.708 
Street Lights 102.741 
Miles of Water, Sewer Lines 4,183 

RECREATION 
Neighborhood Playgrounds 
Recreation Canters 

6,802 
1,070 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Acres Acquired 4,121 
Businesses Assisted 14.555 

i v  



I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a g g r e g a t e  s t a t i s t i c a l  data on t h e  program, t h i s  y e a r ' s  r e p o r t  
p r o v i d e s  an o v e r a l l  a n a l y s i s  of impor tan t  program i s s u e s .  The i s s u e s  covered 
i n c l u d e  e x p e n d i t u r e  rates,  c o n t r a c t  c o n d i t i o n i n g ,  economic development,  
Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas, and Housing A s s i s t a n c e  P lans .  

0 0 -  
B 

same p e r i o d  i n  FY1979 and two times 
t h a t  of t h e  same period i n  60 

FY 1980. Thus, . the  gap between 
40 

Expendi tu re  Rates. A t  t h e  end 

/----. '.-/ 
,/ Small Cmes - /' 

----// 
I ~. I I I I I I 

Of FY1980 the 
e x p e n d i t u r e  rate for E n t i t l e m e n t  
Communities was 68 percent- - a OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

CUMULATIVE AND ANNUAL DRAWDOWN RATES 

r a t e  comparable t o  o t h e r  F e d e r a l  
Government p h y s i c a l  development 
programs. E n t i t l e m e n t  
Communities are now spend ing  a t  
a rate  of 103 p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  
annua l  sent i tdement  g r a n t s .  
Consequent ly ,  the unexpended 
ba lance  o f  CDBG funds  which was 
groMing, a n n u a l l y  is, now 
d e c l i n i n g .  

1975 
1976' 
1077 
197) 
t979 
(Yo 

2% 
52% 
84% 
70% 
80% 

103% 

2% 
28% 
42% 
50% 
59% 
60% 

1 I I 

T h i s  o v e r a l l  i n c r e a s e  i n  CDBG e x p e n d t t u r e s  ref lected a widespread  
i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e  rates o f  a l a r g e  number of  E n t i t l e m e n t  
Communities ra ther  t h a n  dramatic i n c r e a s e s  by on ly  a Few c i t i e s .  
Fur thermore,  communities which had t h e  lowes t  rates of -spending i n  t h e  
pas t  made t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  improvement i n  e x p e n d i t u r e  rates.  A s  a 
r e s u l t ,  t h e  gap between t h e  s lowes t  spenders  and t h e  fastest  s p e n d e r s  is  
d e c r e a s i n g .  

Contract .  Condi t ion ing .  The e x t e n t  o f  CDBG c o n t r a c t  c o n d i t i o n i n g  has 
remained-qu- i t e  stable i n  the  l as t  two y e a r s .  'Of the 633 CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  
g r a n t - a p p l i c a t i o n s ' a p p r o v e d  i n  1980, 247 o r  39 p e r c e n t ,  were c o n d i t i o n e d  
(39 p e r c e n t  were aIso c o n d i t i o n e d  i n  1979).  There were 495 c o n t r a c t  
cond i t ion -s  imposed i n  1980 i n d i c a t i n g -  t h a t  a number of E n t i t l e m e n t  
Communit-ies were c o n d i t i o n e d  i n  more than  one area. F i f  ty-three p e r c e n t  
of the  c o n d i t i o n s  related t o  a p p l i c a t i o n  d e f i c i e n c i e s  and 47 p e r c e n t  
related t o  performance d e f i c i e n c i e s .  
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Ent i t l emen t  Communities condi t ioned  i n  FY1980 were ci ted most f r equen t ly  
f o r  HAP-related d e f i c i e n c i e s .  I n  FY1980, 20 percent  of  a l l  t h e  
En t i t l emen t  communities were condi t ioned  f o r  HAP- related reasons.  One- 
ha l f  of t h e  247 c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved FY1980 en t i t l emen t  g r a n t e e s  were 
cond i t i oned  f o r  HAP-related a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  performance d e f i c i e n c i e s .  

I n  F i s c a l  Year 1980, approximately $235 mi l l i on  i n  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds 
were he ld  up f o r  varying pe r iods  of  time by c o n t r a c t  condi t ion ing- - th is  
r e p r e s e n t s  8.6 percent  o f  antit-lement funds.  Sixty- seven percent  o f  t h e  
247 c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved g r a n t e e s  had - t h e i r  funds affected t o  some 
degree. 

Neighborhood Strategy Areas' (NSAs ' )  . 
S i n c e . t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of the NSA Nelghbofhood Stratogy Areas: 1979, 1980 

Percml 01 CDBG Funding for LowlMod 
md Non.Low/Mod Income Areas Planned lor 

concept. i n  1978, NSAs '  have been 

a l l  Ent i t l ement  Communiti-es, 
These communities have created, L1I 

5 6 0  NSAS ; 
i These NSAs tencompass an average - 0 

o f  20 pe rcen t  of  * t h e  popula t ion  
and 15 percent  o f  t h e  
c ommun i t i e  s land area. I n  
both 1979 and 1980, about one- 
h a l f  of  a l l  CDBG funds i n  1979 1980 

a l l o c a t e d  t o  NSAs.  

e s t ab l ighed  i n  75 percent  of  70 

on average.,  4 
- 
0 

p w  

40 

Ent i t l emen t  Ci t ies  was n Non LowlMod n LowlMod 

Funds budgeted t o  NSAs have been 
a l l o c a t e d  i n  a concent ra ted  
nlanner. This concen t r a t i on  is  reflected by t h e  fact t h a t  N S A S  account 
f o r  over  two- thirds  o f  a l l  spending i n  low- and moderate-income areas but  
on ly  f o r  one-half of  a l l  CDBG funds.  

Compared t o  funding i n  areas o u t s i d e  of  NSAs, budgeted NSA Punds were 
more concent ra ted  i n  both distressed and minorf ty  neighborhoods. Within 
NSAs ;  a b o u t  60 percent  of the '  funds went i n t o  t h e  -most distressed census 
tracts and only 9 per2ent  int -o .the least - d i s t r e s s e d  t racts ,  For non- 
NSAs, the  -comg.arable - funding  f i g u r e s  were 52 peycent and 16 percent  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  , I 3  a d d i t i o n ,  23 pe rcen t  of  a l l  NSA f u n d s  were budgeted t o  
areas wi th  more than  80 percent  minor i ty  popu la thm compared t o  only 13 
p e r c e n t  of non-NSA funds,  

Economic Deve-lopmebt-. The o v e r a l l  level of- CDBG funding f o r  economic 
development has remained a t  approximately 10  pe rcen t  s i n c e  1978 d e s p i t e  
the c r e a t i o n  of s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed  economic development a c t i v i t i e - s  i n  
1977. Large Ent i t l ement  Cit-ies, c e n t r a l  -cit.ies, economically dis t ressed 
c i t i e s ,  t h o s e  l o s i n g  popu la t i ons ,  and . those  w i t h  large minor i ty  
popu la t i ons  are t h e  t ypes  o f  c i t i e s  which are most l i k e l y  t o  emphasize 
economic development a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  CDBG funds.  

v i  
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The funding of Local Development Corporat ions (LDCS) has i nc reased  
d rama t i ca l l y  s i n c e  they f i r s t  rece ived  CDBG d o l l a r s  i n  1979. It now 
c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  largest s i n g l e  component o f  CDBG economic development 
funding. R e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of neighborhood commercial areas is the  economic 
development sub-purpose most f r equen t ly  pursued by c i t i e s  (29 pe rcen t  of  
CDBG economic development funds)  followed by t h e  c r e a t i o n  of j obs  (16  
p e r c e n t ) ,  r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  Cen t r a l  Business  Distr ic t  ( 1 6  p e r c e n t ) ,  
and t h e  expansion and c r e a t i o n  of i n d u s t r i a l  areas (13 p e r c e n t ) .  

Housing- ,As-sistanca P lans  (HAPS) Cities i n  t h e  CDBG eva lua t ion  sample 
p ro j ec t ed  planned a s s i s t a n c e  to an average of almost 3,100 lower 
income households i n  each 
community. Almost 75 percent  
of # t h i s  assistance was - t o  a i d  
r e n t e r s ,  p r i m a r i l y  small ; 3,580 t: 

3.888 :: f a m  i 1 ie-s . Goal%- - f o r  0 1,588 

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  homeowners were R 2.588 : 
more evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  ; I-BBB F 

among a s s i s t a n c e  t o  s m a l l  ,, 
families 
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  e l d e r l y  and S 

handicapped (37 p e r c e n t ) ,  and 
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l a r g e  families 
(23 p e r c e n t ) .  

1-E YEAR I070 lQlLW ASSISlucE BOUS 81 - (F UumYcE yo - Am 1- TYPE 

4.888 

HUD “oN-uK.S> E 

2.888 0 

1,688 
U 

1.888 N 
I ( 4 1  p e r c e n t ) ,  ; 500 T 

N 6 8 8  

a e 

OUHERS RENTERS 

The v a s t  ma jo r i t y  of lower-income households t o  be assisted by t h e  
Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  were t o  be a i d e d  by e i t h e r  t h e  CDBG program (23 
pe rcen t  of  a l l  households t o  be assisted) o r  o t h e r  HUD housing programs 
(66 pe rcen t ) .  State  and l o c a l  programs account f o r  only 10 percent  of 
a l l  housing a s s i s t a n c e  planned. 

The g o a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  conformed t o  t h e  program 
requirement  t h a t  15 pe rcen t  o f  a community’s t o t a l  need be addressed  and 

.that- goa l s ’  be p ropor t i ona l  t o  the i d e n t i f i e d  household and t enu re  type  
needs. F i n a l l y ,  the  annual  housing goa I s  developed by Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  
r e p r e s e n t  reasbnable  p ropor t i ons  -of *the- -three- year  goa l s  and ,  i f  
f u l f i l l e d ,  kould lead to meeting those  - three-year-gcmIs.  





INTRODUCTION 

The S i x t h  Annual Report i s  comprised of  two major parts.  The first pa r t  
discusses t h e  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program i n  1980 and t h e  
p a t t e r n s  of  program development over  s i x  years .  The second p a r t  con ta in s  CDBG 
program data organized f o r  use as a resource  and as a supplement t o  t h e  
discus-sion i n  the  f i r s t  p a r t .  T h i s  second p a r t  is  p r i n t e d  s e p a r a t e l y  as an 
Appendix. 

Chapters 1 through 5 of the Annual Report pt-esent d i s cus s ions  of  major topzcs  
and issues related t o  t h e  implementation o f  t h e  CDBG program. I n  Chapter 1 

, the d i scus s ion  focuses  on l e g i s l a t i v e  and r egu la to ry  i n i t i a t i v e s  shaping t h e  
n a t i o n a l  program. rn  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  c u r r e n t  year's program pequipements are 
related t o  t h e  program's l e g i s l a t i v e  and r egu la to ry  h i s t o r y .  

Chapter 2 provides  information on the  app rop r i a t i on ,  o b l i g a t i o n ,  and 
disbursement o f  CDBG funds w i t h  empha-sis on t h e  changes occur r ing  between 1975 
and 1980. 

Chapters  3 and 4 p r e sen t  information on the  community development a c t i v i t i e s  
t h a t  grantees fund wi th  CDBG monies. Chapter 3 d i s c u s s e s  t h e  planned 
expendi tures  by g r a n t e e s  fo r  s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  l e g i s l a t i v e  
o b j e c t i v e s ,  program purposes ,  and l o c a l  community development needs. Chapter 
4 g ives  some of  t h e  a c t u a l  accomplishments e n t i t l e m e n t  g ran t ee s  r e a l i z e d  using 
t h e i r  CDBG funds.  

Chapter 5 i s  composed of f i v e  s e c t i o n s ,  each d i scus s ing  an issue of  c u r r e n t  
importance t o  the  Community Development Block Grant program. These inc lude :  
Sec t ion  1-Expenditure Rates; Sec t ion  2 - Contract  Condi t ioning;  Sec t ion  3 - 
Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas; Sec t ion  4-Economic Development; and Sec t ion  5- 
Planned Housing ;Ass i s tance .  

The data used f o r  the  a n a l y s i s  i n  t h e  Annual Report come' from a v a r i e t y  of 
sources .  However, t he  pr imary source  is t h e  CDBG Evaluat ion Data Base. T h i s  
data base is comprised of  information coded Yrom t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s  and 
Grantee Performance Reports s u b m i t t e d  by 200 Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  selected by a 
s t r a t i f i e d  random sampling procedure.  T h i s  year's r e p o r t  i s  t h e  f i rs t  t o  use 
t h i 3  sample. I n  prev tous  .years, a sample o f  151 Ent i t l ement  Cornunit-ies, 
i nc lud ing  48 Bald Harmles-s Ci t i%B,  was used. In 1980, t h w e  Hold Harml-ess 

\ Cit ies  were no longer  %el ig ib le  foy e n t i t l e m e n t  funds and were, therefope ,  
dropped f r o m  t h e  sample(. A new sample was designed and drawn. The c u r r e n t  
samp3.e i n c l u d e s  200 Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  and is  s t r a t i f i ed  according t o  g r a n t  
s i z e ,  c e n t r a l  c i t y h o n - c e n t r a l  c i t y  s t a t u s ,  and whether  - t h e  o r i g i n a l  o r  t h e  
second formula is  used t o  determine a c i ty ' s - g r a n t  amount. T h i s  new sample 
a l l ows  f o r  greater accuracy i n  g e n e r a l i z i n g  t o  t h e  un iverse  of Ent i t l ement  
Ci t ies  and e s p e c i a l l y  enhances i ts  r ep re sen t a t i venes s  of large c i t i e s .  



Part  2 of  t h e  r e p o r t ,  t h e  appendix, con ta in s  a l a r g e  po r t i on  of  t h e  data 
c o l l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  d i s cus s ions  i n  Part  1 .  The data are divided among e igh t  
s e c t i o n s ,  each a se l f- conta ined  u n i t  expanding t h e  information provided i n  
Chapters  1 through 5. The s e c t i o n s  are introduced w i t h  a d i s cus s ion  of how t o  
u t i l i z e  t h e  tables and f i g u r e s .  Sec t ion  1 i nc ludes  information on CDBG 
funding  p a t t e r n s ,  Sec t ion  2 on program purposes ,  Sec t ion  3 on Ent i t l ement  
CommunitteB' accomplishments, Sec t ion  4 on expendi ture  rates,  Sec t ion  5 on 
Housing Ass is tance  P l ans ,  Sec t ion  6 on Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas, Sec t ion  7 
on c o n t r a c t  cond i t i on ing ,  and Sec t ion  8 on economic development. 

The S i x t h  Annual Report was prepared f o r  t h e  Congress; b u t  it can be u t i l i z e d  
by program manageps, i n d i v i d u a l s ,  c i t i z e n  groups,  community o f f i c i a l ' s ,  and 
s c h o l a r s .  A l l  of these persons  have an i n t e r e s t  i n  how Block Grant funds are 
being used i n  communitie-s. 







CHAPTER 1: CDBG PROGRAM: BACKGROUND, DESCRIPTION AND MODIFICATIONS 

OVERVIEW 

The purpose of  t h i s  chap te r  i s  t o  provide an overview of t h e  Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. The chapter  is d iv ided  i n t o  three 
section-s.  The first s e c t i o n  describes the  s i g n i f i c a n t  ope ra t i ng  f e a t u r e s  o f  
t h e  program. The second s e c t i o n  summarizes the  major CDBG-related a c t i o n s  
taken  by CongreS-s i n  1980. The l a s t  s e c t i o n  provides  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  FY1980 
funding and major r egu la to ry  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  changes i n  t h e  three major 
comp6nents o f - t h e  CDBG program. 

CDBG PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program i s , t h e  U.S. Department o f  
Housing and Urban Development's p r i n c i p a l  program t o  assist l o c a l  governments 
i n  add re s s ing  t h e i r  major commurlity development needs and problems. The CDBG 
program was created by t h e  Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974. 
This  Act conso l ida t ed  seven major community development- related,  c a t e g o r i c a l  
g ran t- in- aid  programs. Rather than  r e l y i n g  on a compet i t ive  g r a n t  approval  
p roces s ,  a major f e a t u r e  of  t h e  new program provided e n t i t l e m e n t  funds t o  
l o c a l i t i e s  based upon o b j e c t i v e  need f a c t o r s .  

The Act r equ i r ed  that  l o c a l  community development programs be developed so  as 
t o  g i v e  ffmaximum feasible p r i o r i t y  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  which b e n e f i t  low- or  
moderate-income families," o r  a i d  i n  t h e  prevent ion o r  e l imina t ion  o f  s lums  o r  
b l i g h t ,  o r  meet l o c a l  u rgent  needs. Furthermore, wh i l e  t h e  1974 Act d i d  no t  
r e q u i r e  t h a t  a s p e c i f i c  minimum l e v e l  of funds be targeted t o  lower-income 
persons ,  it d i d  s p e c i f y  as a primary o b j e c t i v e  * t h a t  t h e  program p r i n c i p a l l y  
benefit  low- o r  moderabe-income person3 . 
The CDBG program is -compris.ed o f  three maj.or components--the Ent i t l ement  
Program, the  Small Cities Program, and t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund. 
T h i s  s e c t i o n  describes s i g n i f i c a n t  ope ra t i ng  f e a t u r e s  of these components and 
o u t l i n e s  the-method used t o  a l l o c a t e  CDBG funds t o  each. 

EntiCTement Program. Two k inds  of  communities are e l i g i b l e  f o r  e n t i t l e m e n t  
grancs--Metropolftan Cities (Metro Cities') and Urban Counties.  Metropol i tan 
Ci t ies  are def ined as c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  of  Standard Meltropolitan S t a t i s t i c a l  
Areas (SMSAs) or  o t h e r  citi-e-s, w5thin an SMSA, w5th popula t ions  of over  
50,000. Urban Counties  are def ined  as those  coun t i e s  
t h a t  are l o c a t e d  i n  an SMSA and have a minimum popula t ion  of 200,000 persons 
i n  t h e i r  unincorporated areas and/or  i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  u n i t s  o f  government. An 
Urban County must a l s o  be  au tho r i zed  under s t a t e  law t o  undertake e s s e n t i a l  
community development and housing a s s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  its unincorporated 
areas which are n o t  u n i t s  of g e n e r a l  l o c a l  government and must have a u t h o r i t y  
t o  perform such f u n c t i o n s  i n  incorpora ted  areas e i t he r  under s tate law o r  
through agreements w i th  o t h e r  coopera t ing  l o c a l  government j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  In  
FY1980, a t o t a l  o f  573 Metropol i tan  Ci t ies  and 85 Urban Counties  were e l i g i b l e  
f o r  %he En t i t l emen t  Program. 
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E n t i t l e m e n t  funds  are d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  e l i g i b l e  M e t r o p o l t t a n  Cities and Urban 
C o u n t i e s  u t i l i z i n g  two o b j e c t i v e  fo rmulas .  The o r i g i n a l  fo rmula ,  created i n  
1974, i n c l u d e s  p o v e r t y  (weighted twice), p o p u l a t i o n ,  and overcrowded 
housing.  The second f o r m u l a ,  e n a c t e d  i n  1977, i n c l u d e s  p o v e r t y ,  1960-1977 
p o p u l a t i o n  growth l ag ,  and age o f  t h e  communiti-e6' h o u s i n g ,  s t o c k .  I n  t h i s  
fo rmula ,  t h e  age o f  t h e  community's housing stock is  counted twice, p o v e r t y  
one  and o n e - h a l f t i m e s ,  and t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  growth lag,  once.  

Each g r a n t e e ' s  e n t i t l e m e n t  is c a l c u l a t e d  u s i n g  b o t h  fo rmulas .  The g r a n t e e  
r e c e i v e s  t h e  greater o f  t h e  two c a l c u l a t e d  amounts. Because g r a n t e e s  are 
e n t i t l e d  t o  t h e  greater o f  the  two amounts,  t h e  sum o f  a l l  e n t i t h m e n t s  has i n  
e a c h  y e a r  exceeded t h e  t o t a l  funds  a v a i l a b l e ,  f o r  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  Program. A s  
a r e s u l t ,  p r o- r a t a  r e d u c t i o n s  are made i n  each r e c i p i e n t ' s  g r a n t  t o  r e c o n c i l e  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  sum o f -  t h e  d u a l  formula  amounts and t h e  t o t a l  
amount a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  Program. 

The  impact o f k h e  two d i f f e r e n t  formulas  upon t h e  g r a n t  amount a community 
r e c e i v e s  is i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  f o l l o w i n g  comparison.  New O r l e a n s  had a 1977 
p o p u l a t i o n  o f  561,266;  Dallas had a p o p u l a t i o n  o f  844,528.  For  FY1980, u s e  o f  
Formula A produced an e n t i t l e m e n t  amount o f  $19,726,000 f o r  New Or leans  and 
Formula B a n  amount of $22,289,000.  After t h e  p r o  ra ta  r e d u c t i o n ,  New O r l e a n s  
r e c e i v e d  an a n n u a l  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  $22,154,000.  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  Dallas, r e c e i v e d  
$17,250,000 under  Formula A b u t  o n l y  $9,437,000 under  Formula B. .After t h e  
p r o- r a t a  r e d u c t i o n ,  Dallas was g r a n t e d  $17,146,000 for  FY1980. 

I 

How much a n  i n d i v i d u a l  e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t e e  ge t s  depends  t h e n ,  upon s e v e r a l  
f a c t o r s :  The s i z e  o f  t h e  Block Grant  a l l o c a t i o n ;  the  number of e n t i t l e m e n t  
communi t ies  p a r t i c i p a t i n g . i n  t h e  program; and how , t h a t  community compares w i t h  
o t h e r  communities on t h e  formula  factors.  

Each y e a r  a n  E n t i t l e m e n t  Community submi t s  an  Annual Community Development 
P r o g r a m -A p p l i c a t i o n  and a n  Annual Housing Act ion Program t o  HUD Area Offices,  
d e s c r i b i n g  p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be c a r r i e d  o u t  d u r i n g <  the program 
y e a r .  E l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d e  a wide range o f  csmmunity development 
a c t i v i t i - e s  d i r e c t e d  toward neighborhood r e v $ t a l i z a t i o n ,  economic development,  
ene rgy  c o n s e r v a t i o n ,  and t h e  provis . ion o f  improved community f a c i l i t i e s  and 
s e r v i c e s .  A l l  p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  must e i t he r  p r i n c i p a l l y  b e n e f i t  low- 
and moderate- income p e r s o n s ,  o r  a i d  i n  t he  p r e v e n t i o n  or  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  -slum-s 
and b l i g h t ,  o r  meet a n  u r g e n t  community development need.  

Every three y e a r s ,  E n t i t l e m e n t  Communities submit  t o  HUD Area Offices a three- 
y e a r  Community Development P l a n  i d e n t i f y i n g  l o c a l  community development and 
hous ing  needs ,  t he  p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t - i e s  p lanned o v e r  a t h r e e- y e a r  p e r i o d ,  
and  t h e i r  comprehensive s t r a t e g y  f o r  meet ing t h o s e  needs .  Communities are  a l s o  
r e q u i r e d  t o  submit  a Housing A s s i s t a n c e  Plan (HAP) every  t h r e e  y e a r s  
d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  community's hous ing  c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e  hous ing  a s s i s t a n c e  needs  o f  
low- and moderate- income p e r s o n s ,  and t h e i r  g o a l s  t o  a d d r e s s  t h o s e  needs .  

HUD Area Offices review t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n s  a g a i n s t  s t a t u t o r y  c r i t e r i a  t o  e n s u r e  
t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  i ts community and hous ing  needs  and 
o b j e c t i v e s  a re  n o t  p l a i n l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  g e n e r a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  f ac t s  and 
d a t a ,  and . t h a t  t he  a c t i v i t i e s  proposed i n  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  are n o t  p l a i n l y  
i n a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  mee t ing  t h e  needs  and ob jec t ive ' s  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  a p p l i c a n t .  
The Area Office a l s o  d e t e r m i n e s  i f  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  proposed are e l i g i b l e ,  i f  
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. t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  complies w i t h  t h e  requirements ,  of  . t h e  s t a t u t e ,  and i f '  the  
a p p l i c a t i o n  complies wi th  o t h e r  a p p l i c a b l e  law. 

HUD Area Offices monitor approved communtty development programs through on- 
sits v i s . i t s  and annual  Grantee Performance Reports  submit ted by t h e  
communiti-eb; The purpose o f - t h e  monitoring i s  t o  determine i f  t h e  g r a n t e e  has 
c a r r i e d  out  its program, i nc lud ing  its housing a s s i s t a n c e  goaIs., g u b s t a n t i a l l y  
a s  destx-ibed i n  its a p p l i c a t i o n ;  i f -  t h e  program $conformed t o  t h e  requirements  
o f  t h e  s t a t u t e  and o t h e r  a p p l i c a b l e  l a w ;  and i f  t h e  g r a n t e e  has a cont inu ing  
capacity t o  carry out. i n  a t ime ly  manner the  approved program. 

Where en t i t l emen t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  do not  meet t h e  s t a t u t o r y  review c r i t e r i a ,  o r  
where s eve re  performance problems have been prev iousIy  i d e n t i f i e d  , t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  may be disapproved or cond i t i ona l ly  approved by HUD. Under a 
c o n d i t i o n a l  approva l ,  funds are e i ther  withheld f o r  affected a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  a 
speci f ied  per iod of  time t o  a l low t h e  a p p l i c a n t  an oppor tun i ty  t o  c o r r e c t  
d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  o r  funds are n o t  v i t h h e l d  but  t h e  g r a n t e e  i s  r equ i r ed  t o  take 
s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s .  If d e f i c i e n c i e s  are not  c o r r e c t e d ,  the  a p p l i c a n t  i n  some 
cases i s  given t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  t r a n s f e r  funds from i n e l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  
e l ig ib l e  ones or the  g r a n t  may be disapproved or  reduced. Chapter 5-Section 2 

Mi 

of' t h i s  r e p o r t  p rovides  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  c u r r e n t  cond i t i on ing  p r a c t i c e s  r- 
and the number o f  communities condi t ioned .  

Small  Citie-s Program. The Small Cities program awards compet i t ive  g r a n t s  
p r i n c i p a l l y  t o  u n i t s  of  government wi th  popula t ions  below 50,000 i n  
metropo-lftan and non-metropolitan areas. Non-Urban Counties  can a l s o  compete 
f o r  Small Ci t ies  g r a n t s .  There are approximately 37,000 u n i t s  o f  government 
p o t e n t i a l l y  e l i g i b l e <  t o  compete Tor Small C i t i e b  Program funds,  Roughly 
2,500 non-metropolitan c o u n t i e s ,  18,500 c i t i es ,  and 16,500 towns and townshi-ps 
are e l ig ib l e .  

Communiti-es e l i g ib l e1  f o r  t h e  Small Ci t ies  program can r ece ive  Comprehen3ive o r  
S i n g l e  Purpose g r a n t s .  Comprehensive Grants  are designed t o  address a 
s u b s t a n t i a l  po r t i on  of  i d e n t i f i a b l e  community development needs Within a 
de f ined ,  c,oncentrated area. HUD may make commitments of up t o  three years f o r  
Comprehensive Grants .  The l eng th  of  t h e  commitment is determined by the  
n a t u r e  o f  t h e  program,' t h e  funds r equ i r ed ,  the past  performance and p re sen t  
capac iky  o f * t h e  a p p l i c a n t ,  and t h e  estimated a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  subsequent year-s' 
funds.  

r 

S i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s  are designed t o  a l l e v i a t e  a specific community need by 

c o n d i t i o n s .  Cons i s t en t  w i th  CDBG o b j e c t i v e s  t o  suppor t  comprehensive 
t rea tment  of  community development needs,  65 t o  75 percent  of  a v a i l a b l e  Small 
Cities funds are u s u a l l y  r e se rved  f o r  Comprehensive Grants  and t h e  ba lance  i s  
a v a i l a b l e  for  S i n g l e  Purpose Grants .  

Gran t s  i n  the  Small Cities program a r e  awarded on a compet i t ive  bas i s  and t h e  
demand f o r  g r a n t s  fa r  exceeds t h e  a v a i l a b l e  funds. Therefore ,  HUD fo l lows  a 
two-stage s e l e c t i o n  process .  In  o r d e r  t o  q u a l i f y  a l l  met ropol i tan  and non- 
met ropo l i t an  communities seek ing  Small Ci t ies  g r a n t s  must  f i l e  a "pre-  
a p p l i c a t i o n . "  The purpose of t h e  pre- appl ica t ion  i s  t o  determine how well an  
a p p l i c a t i o n  w i l l  compare wi th  o t h e r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and t o  avoid having 
communiti-es which have l i t t l e  o r  no chance of  fundings prepare  f u l l  
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  
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Small Citi-es ppe-appl ica t ions  are  reviewed u-sing a s tandard  r a t i n g  system t o  
ensure .  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  a p p l i c a n t s  whose proposed p r o j e c t s  are l i k e l y  to  have 
the ,mos t  s i g n i f i c a n t , i m p a c t  on l o c a l  needs and provide t h e  greatest  b e n e f i t  t o  
lower income persons.  Some of  t he  f a c t o r s  included i n s t h e  s tandard  r a t i n g  
sysbem includec Community need ( p o v e r t y ) ,  impact of t h e  proposed program on 
needs,  b e n e f i t ,  t o  low- and moderate-income persons ,  and p a s t  performance i n  
houbirrg,and equa l  oppor tun i ty .  

HUD Area Offices rate and rank p re- app l i ca t i ons  i n  accordance w5th the  
n a t i o n a l  ranking system. Those p re- app l i ca t i ons  which rank t h e  h ighes t  are 
i n v f t e d  t o  submit f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s  which c o n s i s t  of summaries of  proposed 
p r o j e c t s  and a Housing Ass is tance  Plan. 

Monitoring of g r a n t e e  performance i n  t h e  Small Ci t ies  Program i s  similar t o  
tha t  i n  the  En t i t l emen t  Program. However, monitor ing v i s i t s  by HUD Area 
Office s taff  are made t o  a percentage of Comprehensive g ran t ee s  and 
performance is examined i n  p r i o r i t y  areas (hous ing ,  b e n e f i t  t o  low- and 
moderate-income persons ,  program progress ,  and c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ) .  The 
Area Office a l s o  monitors  a percentage of  a l l  S i n g l e  Purpose g r a n t e e s  and 
reviews at  least  one of the  fo l lowing  areas: Compliance w i th  a p p l i c a b l e  laws 
and r e g u l a t i o n s ;  p rog re s s  i n  ca r ry ing  out  t h e  program; o r  HAP performance. 
F a i r  Housing, and Equal Opportunity s taff  i n  HUD -Area Offices a l s o  monitor a 
percentage  o f  Comprehensive and S i n g l e  Purpose g r a n t e e s  t o  ensure conformance 
vfith a p p l i c a b l e  C i v i l  RighEs laws and equa l  oppor tun i ty  requipements i n  one o r  
more p r i o r i t y  areas such as b e n e f i t s  t o  m i n o r i t i e s ,  f a i r  housing and c o n t r a c t s  
t o  minoriky bu'sinesse-3. Tin a d d i t i o n ,  w r i t t e n  performance r e p o r t s  -similar t o ,  
but  1 e s s - e x t e n s i v e . t h a n  those  used  i n  t h e  Ent i t3ement  Program are r equ i r ed  o f  
a l l  Small  Citi-es g r a n t e e . .  These< Performance1 Asses$ment Reports are used t o  
determine whether o r  not  a g ran t ee  has performed adequata ly  and has t h e  
con t inu ing  capac i ty  t o  undertake an a d d i t i o n a l  g r a n t .  

Secretary's. Discretionary Fund. The Secretary's: D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund c o n s i s t s  
of -eight programs which provide as-sistanced t o  : ( 1 %community deveflopment f o r  
Ind i an  T r ibes  and Alaskan Nat ives ;  (2 )  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  p lanning ,  
developing,  and admin i s t e r ing$  local  CDBG and Urban Development Action Grant 
progpams; (3) Fede ra l l y  recognfzed disasters ;  ( 4 )  innovat ive  community 
development demonstrat ion p ro j ec t s :  ( 5 )  new communitie-s; ( 6 )  community 
development for  I n s u l a r  areas; ( 7 )  areawide housing and community development 
p r o j e c t s ;  and (8)  Community Development Block Grant i n e q u i t i e s .  Funds are  
a l l o c t e d  t o  these programs based upon po l i cy  d e c i s i o n s  by t h e  Sec re t a ry .  

O v e r a l l  management o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund rests w i t h  the  Office 
o f  Po l i cy  Planning i n  Office o f  Community Planning and Development. Each o f  
t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund programs are b r i e f l y  descr ibed  below. 

The Ind ian  T r ibes  and Alaskan Nat ive Villages CDBG program rece ived  the  
largest  share of  FY1980 S e c r e t a r y ' s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Funds. T h i s  program funds 
e l ig ib le  CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  t o  any Ind ian  Tr ibe ,  band, group, o r  n a t i o n ,  
i nc lud ing  Alaskan I n d i a n s ,  Aleut-s, and Eskimos and any Alaskan Native V i l l age  
o f  the  United States,  which is considered an e l i g i b l e  r e c i p i e n t  under t h e  
Ind i an  Self- Determinat ion and Education Ass is tance  Act o r  under the  State  and 
Local Fiscal Ass i s t ance  Act o f  1972. 
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A separate set-aside within the Secretary's Discretionary Fund for Indian 
Tribes and Alaskan Native Villages was established in 1977 with the first 
round of funding in 1978. Prior to 1978, Indian Tribes competed for Small 
Cities funds. This approach was considered unresponsive to the special 
geographic, cultural, and legal situation of Indian reservations. 

In FY 1980, all Indian programs were administered by four HUD Regional Offices 
of Indian programs, plus a Division of Indian Programs within the Oklahoma 
City and Anchorage Area Offices. HUD Central Office is responsible for 
program regulations, policy development, and the distribution of funds to the 
Field Offices. The Field Offices hold competitions for funding, award grants, 
and monitor the projects. In FY1981, the program will operate with a HUD 
field organization designed specifically to improve the delivery and 
administration of Indian Programs. 

The Technical Assistance program is designed to transfer the knowledge and 
skills necessary for successful implementation of CDBG progams and 
objectives. Through the Technical Assistance program, cooperative-agreements, 
grants and inter-agency agreements are executed with third parties to provide 
technical assistance to eligible participants. Cooperative agreements account 
for approximately 90 percent of all funds and grants and inter-agency 
agreements the remaining 10 percent. States, units of general local 
government, Indian Tribes, and areawide organizations which can demonstrate 
the skill, experience, technique, and commitment to provide technical 
assistance in the administering, planning, and implementing of a Title T. 
program are eligible for technical assistance grants and cooperative 
agreements Universities, public interest groups, quasi-governments, profit and 
non-profit organizations, and individuals having the qualifications for 
providing technical assistance are also eligible for cooperative agreements. 

The Technical Assistance program funds solicited and unsolicited proposals. 
Proposals are solicited in response to a competition or invitation  initiated 
by the Office of Community Planning and Development. This program has funded 
projects to support the development of housing rehabilitation and commercial 
revitalization, energy conservation and production, capacity building in low 
income minority neighborhoods or  small towns, and the promotion of public and 
private economic development. 

The Community Development Disaster Assistance program provides funds to 
states, Indian Tribes, and local governments in meeting emergency community 
development needs f o r  recovery from Presidentially-declared or Federally 
recognized disasters or emergencies (e.g., tornadoes, hurricanes, floods, 
earthquakes, and riots) for which funds are not available from any other 
source. As of October 1, 1980, 60 disaster stricken localities had been 
assisted by the program since 1975. Fifty-two of these communites were 
affected by damage caused by floods. 

This grant progam is monitored by the Area Offices but project selection and 
overall management and program direction is the responsibility of HUD Central 
Office. An applicant must submit an application to a HUD Area Office within 
120 days of the disaster declaration. Final decisions on funding are made by 
Central Office with the recommendations of Area and Regional Offices. 
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Grant a s s i s t a n c e  is  provided t o  states and l o c a l  governments under the  
Innovat ive  Grants  program t o  demonstrate innovat ive  community develcspment 
a c t i v i t i e s  o r  techniques .  S o l i c i t e d  p re- app l i ca t i ons  are made i n  response1 t o  
g ran t  oompeti t ions announced i n  n o t i c e s  publfshed i n  the  Federal Register. 
Competit ion f i n a l i s t s  are i n v i t e d  t o  submi t  f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s ;  Unsol ic i ted  
proposa ls  may be submit ted t o  HUD f o r  cons ide ra t i on ,  w i t h  h igh ly  regarded 
p r o j e c t s  being i n v i t e d  t o  submit f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  

\ Grant a s s i s t a n c e  under t h e  New Communities program is provided t o  s t a t e s ,  
l o c a l  governments, community a s s o c i a t i o n s  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  new communities, o r  
t o  p r i v a t e  deve lopers  t o  fund a c t i v i t i e s  which support  a q u a l i f i e d  new 
community development under t he  New Communities Act. Basic community 
development a c t i v i t i e s  such as i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  development and community 
f a c i l i t i e s  may be funded as well as any of  t h e  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  e l i g ib l e  under 
the  basic CDBG program. 

Appl ica t ions  f o r  CDBG a s s i s t a n c e  a re  reviewed by t h e  New Community Development 
Corporat ion (NCDC) and then submit ted t o  t h e  Office o f  Pol icy  Planning. The 
Office of Po l i cy  Planning reviews these a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  compliance w i t h  
Community Development Block Grant program r e g u l a t i o n s ,  environmental 
r e g u l a t i o n s ,  and t h e  approved NCDC T i t l e  I Funding Plan. P r i o r i t y  . 
cons ide ra t i on  is g iven  t o  p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  which b e n e f i t  low- and 
moderate-income persons o r  which are necessary t o  maintain t h e  economic 
v i a b l i t y  o f  t h e  new oommunities. 

The I n s u l a r  Areas CDBG program provides  g r a n t  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  e l i g i b l e -  CDBG 
a c t i v i t i e s  t o  Guam, the  Virgin I s l a n d s ,  American Samoa, and t h e  T rus t  
T e r r i t o r i e s  of  the  P a c i f i c  I s l a n d s .  The Housing and Community Development 
Amendments af 1979 included t h e  Northern Mariana I s l a n d s  as an e l ig ib le  
a p p l i c a n t .  

' A l l  t h e  e l i g i b l e  a p p l i c a n t s  are l o c a t e d  i n  HUD Region I X  (San Franc isco)  o r  I1 
( N e w  York). The Regional Office i n i t i a l l y  r ece ives  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  funds 
f o r  t h i s  program but  then a l l o c a t e s  t h e  funds t o  t h e  Area Office for 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  t e r r i t o r i e s .  The HUD Area Offices are a l s o  r e spons ib l e  
f o r  monitor ing approved p r o j e c t s .  

The Areawide Housing and Community Development program provides  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  
states o r  u n i t s  o f  gene ra l  l o c a l  government f o r  e l ig ib le  community development 
a c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  coord ina ted  de l ive ry  of r e sou rces  t o  low income 
persons l i v i n g  i n  non-metropolitan r u r a l  areas and t h e  implementation of  
Areawide Housing Opportuni ty  P l ans  (AHOPS) .  In  FYI980 g r a n t  a s s i s t a n c e  was 
provided t o  f o u r  s tates ( C a l i f o r n i a ,  Colorado, I l l i n o i s ,  and West V i r g i n i a )  as 
p a r t  o f  a progam t o  demonstrate  t h e  capacity of states t o  d e l i v e r  HUD and 
United States Deparment o f  Arg i cu l tu re  (USDA)  community development and 
housing r e sou rces  t o  hard- to- reach r u r a l  areas. Areawide Housing Opportunity 
Plan Implementation g r a n t s  have been awarded t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  convers ion ,  o r  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  housing; f o r  low- and moderate- 
inaoma families and persons o u t s i d e  areas of lower income and mino r i t y  
concen t r a t i on .  

The CDBG I n e q u i t i e s  program i s  de-signed t o  provide g r a n t  as -s i s tanee  t o  s ta tes  
and l o c a l  goverments t o  compensate f o r  i n e q u i t i e s  r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  
a l l o c a t i o n  formula of  the  CDBG program. However, no funds 'have  been a l l o c a t e d  
f o r  i n e q u i t i e s  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  FYs 1979 and 1980. 
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CDBG Funding Al loca t ion  Process .  CDBG funas are a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  va r ious  
programs i n  a mul t i- s tage  process .  F i r s t ,  t h e  Metropol i tan Small C i ty  set- 
aside and t h e  Ca tego r i ca l  Program F inanc i a l  Se t t lement  Funds are a l l o c a t e d  
funds from t h e  t o t a l  CDBG app rop r i a t i on .  The amount of funds each r e c e i v e s  is 
s p e c i f i e d  as a f i x e d  sum i n  each CDBG app rop r i a t i on .  After these funds are 
d i s t r i b u t e d ,  three percent  o f  t h e  remaining funds is a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  
Secretary's D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund. Beginning i n  FY1981, t h i s  a l l o c a t i o n  w i l l  
a l s o  be a f i xed  sum amount i n s t e a d  of  a percentage o f  the  t o t a l .  

I n  t h e  next  s t e p ,  t h e  remaining funds are d iv ided  between Met ropol i tan  areas 
(80 pe rcen t )  and non-metropolitan areas (20 p e r c e n t ) .  The funds a l l o c a t e d  t o  
t h e  met ropol i tan  areas i n  t h i s  l a s t  stage are t h e  source  of  formula determined 
g r a n t s  which go t o  Ent i t l ement  Communities i . e . ,  Metro Ci t ies  and Urban 
Counties.  The funds a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  non-metropolitan areas i n  t h e  l a s t  stage 
are combined w i t h  t h e  funds prev ious ly  a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  Metropol i tan Small 
C i t y  Set-aside. Th i s  combined sum is a l l o c a t e d  on a s t a t e- by- s t a t e  basis 
us ing  dua l  formulas similar t o  t hose  i n  t h e  En t i t l emen t  Program.' I n  each 
s t a t e ,  a share of the  Small  Ci t ies  funds is  des igna ted  f o r  the  non-metro area 
o f  t h e  s t a t e  and another  share f o r  t h e  met ropol i tan  small c i t i e s .  Funds are 
then  awarded on a compet i t ive  ba-sis  t o  t h e  met ropol i tan  and non-metropolitan 
communities q u a l i f y i n g  (and a p p l y i n g -f o r  t h e  Small Cities program. 

Over t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  program, there have been some minor a l t e r a t i o n s  t o  the  
a l l o c a t i o n  process .  Some o f -  these changes are d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  fol lowing 
s e c t i o n  which deals kfith t h e  1980 Congres-sional a u t h o r i z a t i o n  and 
app rop r i a t i on  a c t i v i t i e s  related t o  t h e  CDBG program. 

1980 LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS 
I n  1980 ex t ens ive  Congressional  hea r ings  were h e l d  regard ing .  t h e  CDBG 
program. These hea r ings  r e s u l t e d  in' changes i n  funding a l l o c a t i o n ,  program 
e l i g i b i l i t y ,  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s ,  e l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and o t h e r  a s p e c t s  o f  
t h e  program. T h i s  s e c t i o n  describes those  l e g i s l a t i v e l y  mandated changes. 

1980 Funding Author iza t ion  and Al loca t ion  Actions.  The Housing and Community 
Development Act o f  1980 (hereafter referred t o  as the  1980 Amendments) 
r eau tho r i zed  t h e  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program f o r  an 
a d d i t i o n a l  three years and au thor ized  app rop r i a t i on  o f  funds no t  t o  exceed 
$3.81 b i l l i o n  $3.96 b i l l i o n ,  and $4.11 b i l l i o n  f o r  FY1981, FY1982 and FY1983 
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The 1980 Amendments a l s o  contained s e v e r a l  p rov i s ions  
regard ing  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  funds between t h e  va r ious  program. components and 
t o  i n d i v i d u a l  g r a n t e e s .  

One program l e v e l  p rov i s ion  i n  t h e  1980 Amendments a f f e c t e d  t h e  way t h e  
Secretary's D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund (SDF) is  a l l o c a t e d .  P r i o r  t o  these changes t h e  
SDF had rece ived  three pe rcen t  of  the  t o t a l  CDBG app rop r i a t i on .  The 1980 
Amendments changed t h i s  t o  a f i x e d  three- year  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  not  t o  exceed 
$104 m i l l i o n  i n  FYI981 and FYI982 and $107 m i l l i o n  f o r  FY1983.3 

A 1980 Amendment made permanent t h e  provis ion  t h a t  i f  t h e  t o t a l  amount 
a v a i l a b l e  under t h e  Sec t ion  106 (dua l  formula) is i n s u f f i c i e n t  t o  meet a l l  
en t i taement  funding requirements  and funds are not  o therwise  a v a i l a b l e  t o  meet 
t h e  s h o r t - f a l l ,  t h e  d e f i c ' e n c y  i s  t o  be made up through a pro- ra ta  r educ t ion  
i n  a l l  Sec t ion  106 g r a n t s .  4 
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The Amendments a l s o  included c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of fund r e a l l o c a t i o n  p r i o r i t i e s  
when funds are turned  back by or  withdrawn from a community. With r e s p e c t  t o  
t h e  r e a l l o c a t i o n  of CDBG funds w i th in  SMSAs, t h e  new l a w  provides  t h a t  
p r e f e r ence  be given t o  u n i t s  o f  g e n e r a l  l o c a l  government i n  t h e  same SMSA t o  
which t h e  funds were o r i g i n a l l y  a l l o c a t e d ,  t n d  next  t o  communities i n  any 
o t h e r  met ropol i tan  area o f  t h e  same s ta te .  According t o  t h e  Conference 
Report ,  t h e  p re fe r ence  was intended t o  provide d i r e c t i o n  t o  t e Sec re t a ry  only 
where a p p l i c a t i o n s  from d i f f e r e n t  SMSAs "have similar merit!?. k 
I n  a f o u r t h  program l e v e l  p rov i s ion  t h e  Amendments cont inued t h e  set-aside of  
CDBG funds f o r  Non-En t lement  Metropol i tan Communities (Small  Ci t ies )  f o r  
FYI981 o f  $275 m i l l i o n .  ti 
The 1980 Amendments a l s o  conta ined  two p rov i s ions  concerning the  a l l o c a t i o n  
formula r e l a t i n g  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  communities i n  t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  component of t h e  
CDBG program. F i r s t ,  t h e  new law exc ludes ,  through FY1983, a l l  d a t a  der ived  
from t h e  1980 census ,  except  popula t ion  and pover ty ,  from use i n  connect ion 
wi th  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of  CDBG funds.  Second, it a l s o  p r o h i b i t s  any r e v i s i o n  t o  
t h e  c r i t e r ia  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a Standard Metropol i tan S t a t i s t i c a l  Area (SMSA), 
o r  d e f i n i n g  a c e n t r a l  c i t y  of  an SMSA, publ ished a f t e r  January 1 ,  1980, from 
be ing  taken i n t o  account far purposes 'of T i t - l e  I. However, any area o r  c i t y  
which w i l l  newly q u a l i f y  as an SMSA $r a c e n t r a l  c i t y  of an SMSA by reason  o f  
any such r e v i s i o n  w i l l  be considered.  

According t o  the  House Report ,  t h e  age of housing, overcrowded housing,  and 
housing s tock  da t a  w i l l  not  be taken i n t o  account  because changed 
c i rcumstances  s i n c e  t h e  las t  census made it unc l ea r  whether these f a c t o r s  
would cont inue  t o  be reliable1 i n d i c a t o r s  o f  d i s t r e s s  and community development 
need.' The exc lus ion  o f  a l l  d a t a ,  except  populat ion and pover ty ,  was designed 
t o  p re se rve  t h e  s t a t u s  quo u n t i l  t h e s e  o t h e r  da t a  were analyzed and a d e c i s i o n  
made as t o  whether t h e  CDBG a l l o c a t i o n  formula should be amended. 

The House Report a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  p r o h i b i t i o n  on r e v i s i o n s  t o  t h e  
c r i t e r ia  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  an SMSA o r  de f in ing  a c e n t r a l  c i t y  o f  an SMSA ( w i t h  
c e r t a i n  excep t ions )  was designed t o  provide an o r d e r l y  t r a n s i t i o n  f o r  t hose  
r e c i p i e n t s  t h a t  no longer  q u a l i f y  f o r  en t i t l emen t  funding under t h e  CDBG 
program as a result; o f  SMSA o r  central :  c i t y  c r i t e r i a  r e v i s i o n s .  The 
p r o h i b i t i o n  was a l s o  intended t o  mitigate t h e  unp red i c t ab l e  e f f e c t s  on t h e  
CDBG a l l o c a t i o n  system which such changes might produce. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  1980 Amendments a l s o  r e q u i r e  t h e  Sec re t a ry  t o  submit a r e p o r t  
t o  Congress w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  adequacy, e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and e q u i t y  of  t h e  
CDBG a l l o c a t i o n  formula no t  l a t e r  than  January 1 ,  1983." The s tudy  i s  t o  
i n c l u d e  s p e c i f i c  a n a l y s i s  and recommendations ooncerning t h e  manner i n  which 
the a l l o c a t i o n  formula i s  or  could be a f f e c t e d  by t h e  d a t a  der ived  from t h e  
1980 census.  

Program E l i g i b i l i t y .  Seve ra l  e l i g i b i l i t y  and fund a l l o c a t i o n  changes were 
made i n  t h e  Urban County Entiklement program through r ecen t  l e g i s l a t i v e  
changes.  The Housing and Community Development Amendments of  1979 provided 
f o r  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  area o f  a u n i t  of  l o c a l  government t h a t  i s  
p a r t l y  w i th in  and p a r t l y  o u t s i d e  t h e  Urban County in computing t h e  Urban 
County g r a n t .  The Housing and Community Development Act of  1980 a l s o  
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contained p r o v i s i o n s  f o r  t h e  th ree- year  qua l i f i cTg ion  o f  Urban Counties ,  t h e  
n o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  included u n i t s  o f  government, t h e  j o i n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  
funds by a county and me t ropo l i t a  c i t y , 1 3  and t h e  i nc lu s ion  of  independent 
c i t i e s  i n  an Urban County program. 13 

Nat iona l  Objec t ives .  The 1980 Amendments t o  t h e  CDBG program con ta in  s e v e r a l  
p rov i s ions  which r e s u l t e d  i n  o r  modified o b j e c t i v e s  o r  e l i g ib l e  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  
t h e  program. The most s i g n i f i c a n t  of these was a series of energy- re la ted  
provis ions .  The new law recognizes  t h a t  i nc reas ing  energy c o s t s  have 
s e r i o u s l y  undermined t h e  q u a l i t y  and o v e r a l l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  l o c a l  community 
and housing development a c t i v i t i e s .  It a d d s ,  as a requirement concerning 
t h e  development and maintenance of  v i a b l e  urban communities, t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  
concentrated a c t i o n  by Fede ra l ,  s ta te ,  and l o c a l  governments t o  address t h e  
economic and so  i a l  ha rdsh ips  borne by communities as a consequence of  scarce 
f u e l  supp l i e s . ”  Add i t i ona l ly ,  t h e  new law lists as a s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t i v e  o f  
t h e  CDBG program t h e  conserva t ion  of scarce energy r e sou rces ,  improvement of  
energy e f i c i e n c y ,  and the  p rov i s ion  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  and renewable energy 
sources ,  15 

To address t h i s  added o b j e c t i v e  an a p p l i c a n t  may inc lude  as p a r t  of  i t s  
progpam -summary, formula t ion ,  and d e s c r i p t i o n  information regard ing  t h e  
energy conserva t ion  and renewable energy sources  needs and o b j e c t i v e s .  
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  Amendments add a n mber of  energy related a c t i v i t i e s  t o  t h o s e  

% 
e l i g i b l e  under t h e  CDBG program. 18 

A c t i v i t i e s ;  The 1980 Amendments a l s o  e x p l i c i t l y  added t o  t h e  list o f  e l i g i b l e  
CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  the  renovat ion o f  c losed  school  bu i ld ings  for purposes  of 
conver t ing  t h e  b u i l d i n g s  t o  e l fg ib l e  CDBG uses t o  t h e  list of e l i g i b l e  CDBG 
a c t i v i t e s ’ 2 0  These amendments a l s o  c la r i f ied  t h a t  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  
c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  r e c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of parks ,  playgrounds, and 
r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  as a r e s u l t  o f  reclamation and o t h e r  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  carried out  i n  connect ion wi th  a r i v e r  and i ts 
ad jacen t  l and ,  where o t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  these a c t i v i t i e s  is unava i l ab l e  is 
a n  e l i g i b l e  CDBG a c t i v i t y .  21 

Procedural .  Two procedura l  p rov i s ions  were a l s o  added i n  1980. One was t h e  
requirement t h a t  communities seeking CDBG funding f o r  economic development 
a c t i v i t i e s  describe s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  the?.  a p p l i c a t i o n s  t h e  economic 
development a c t i v i t i e s  they propose t o  fund. The second r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  
program formulat ion i n  t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  process  take i n t o  account t h e  
effect of  community development a c t i v i t e s  on t h e  involuntary  displacment of 
low- and moderate-income persons,  and t h a t  t h e  Secretary cont inue  t h e  s tudy  of  
involuntary  displacment  and submit a r e p o r t  t o  Congress w i t h  recommendations 
on minimizing%displacement  and alleviating.displacement-related problems. 23 

1980 Appropriat ion Actions.  The FYI 980 Appropriat ion Act 8 provided $3.9 
b i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  CDBG prog However, the- Supplemental Appropriat ions and 
Resc iss ion  Act o f  1980’’ included a $10.7 mi l l i on  r e s c i s s i o n  i n  t h e  
Sec re t a ry ’ s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund, a $85.1 m i l l i o n  r e c i s s i o n  i n  t h e  Ca tego r i ca l  
Program F i n a n c i a l  Se t t l emen t  Fund, and a $23.1 mi l l i on  r e s c i s s i o n  i n  t h e  
Ent i t l ement  Program. A s  a result ,  t h e  f i n a l  FYI980 CDBG program a p p r o p r i a t i o n  
was $3.78 b i l l i o n .  

m. 24 
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26 The FY1981 Appropriat ion Act provided $3.77 b i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  CDBG program. 
However, t h e  Appropriat ion Act a l s o  requi red  HUD t o  reduce i ts  t o t a l  budget by 
two pe rcen t  but d i r e c t e d  t h a t  no reduc t i3q  i n  any app rop r i a t i on  account ,  
a c t i v i t y ,  o r  p r o j e c t  exceed three percent .  The Department implemented an 
across- the- board two percent  c u t  f o r  each of t h e  CDBG component programs 
r e s u l t i n g  i n  a FY1981 CDBG funding o f  $3,694,600,000. 

The FY1981 Appropriat ion Act a l s o  r equ i r ed  HUD t o  submit t o  t h e  Committee on 
Appropriat ion o f  each ouse a schedule  of  a n t i c i p a t e d  o u t l a y s  f o r  each month 
o f  F i s c a l  Year 1981. 2ff I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a q u a r t e r l y  r e p o r t  must be s u m i t t e d  
showing actual ou t l ays .  1 f . H U D  determines t h a t  its t o t a l  o u t l a y s  dur ing  a 
f i sca l  yea r  w i l l  vary by more than  one percent  from t h a t  p ro j ec t ed  i n  i t s  
o r i g i n a l  schedule  it must submit a rev ised  schedule  t o  both app rop r i a t i on  
committees.  If  n o t  disapproved by both Committees on Appropriat ion w i t h  15 
l e g i f s l a t i v e  days after submission,  HUD may implement t h e  r ev i sed  schedule .  
The q u a r t e r l y  r e p o r t s  are a l s o  t o  be? submitted t o  the  Congressional  Budget 
Office f o r  a n a l y s i s  and assessment.  

1980 PROGRAM OPERATION 

T h i s  s e c t i o n  describes 1980 f u n d i n g -l e v e l s  and - s ign i f i can t  program i n i t i a t i v e s  
i n  the  Entiblement- Program, t h e  Small Cities Program, and t h e  Sec re t a ry r s  
D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund. 

En t i t l emen t  Program. I n  FY1980, a t o t a l  of $2,272 m i l l i o n  i n  e n t i t l e m e n t  
g r a n t s  was awarded t o  549 Met ropol i tan  Cities and $450 m i l l i o n  was gpanted t o  
84 Urban Counties.  The funds gran ted  represen ted  a 2.8 percent  and 9.2 
pe rcen t  i n c r e a s e  r e s p e c t i v e l y  over  FY1979 l e v e l s .  See Table 1-1. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  these approval3,  4 Metropol i tan Cities wi thdrew ra ther  than  
sign c o n t r a c t s  t h a t  had been c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved and two o t h e r  Metro Cities 
had the i r  g r a n t s  reduced--one p a r t i a l l y  and one t o  zero.  Twenty e l i g i b l e  
c i t i e s  and one e l i g i b l e  Urban County d i d  not  apply i n  FY 1980. 

Small Cities Program. I n  t h e  Small Ci t ies  Program 4,321 p re- app l i ca t i ons  were 
r ece ived  and 2,060 a p p l i c a t i o n s  were approved amounting t o  $955,025,000 i n  
FY1980. Tab le  1-2 i n d i c a t e s  o f  t h e  2,060 approved a p p l i c a t i o n s  ( i nc lud ing  
p r i o r  mult i- year  commitments), 1 ,013  were f o r  s i n g l e  purpose g r a n t s  and 1,047 
were f o r  comprehensive . g r a n t s .  Mun ic ipa l i t i e s  were t h e  overwhelming type of 
r e c i p i e n t  . 
Excluding p r i o r  mult i- year  commitments 1,437 of  these g r a n t s ,  t o t a l l i n g  $608 
m i l l i o n ,  were new i n  FY1980. See Table 1-3. The smallest communities (below 
2,500 popu la t i on )  rece ived  the  largest percentage of g r a n t s  (29 pe rcen t )  and 
the  largest percentage o f  funds  (25 pe rcen t )  i n  Fiscal  Year 1980. 
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TABLE 1-1 
FY1980 ENTITLEMENT APPLICATION STATUS 

( D o l l a r s  i n  Thousands) 

E l i g i b l e  658 $2,749,225 573 $2,295,002 85 $454,223 

21 22,857 20 18,528 1 4,329 
Did Not 

A pp roved 633 2,720,379 549 2,270,485 84 449,894 
Reduced t o  

1 
Apply 

( 2 )  (283) ( 2 )  (283) -- -- 
d i  thdrew 4 5,706 4 5,706 -- -- 
1 

' 
The FY1980 CDBG E n t i t l e m e n t  funds  which were n o t  a p p l i e d  f o r  were s u b j e c t  
t o  r e s c i s s i o n  i n  t h e  Supplementa l  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  and R e s c i s s i o n  Act, 1980. 
O f  t h e  633 approved a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  247 (39 p e r c e n t )  were approved w i t k  
s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  203 Metro C i t i e s  (37 p e r c e n t )  and 44  Urban Countiez 
(52 p e r c e n t )  were c o n d i t i o n e d .  
Two o f  t h e  approved a p p l i c a t i o n s  had t h e i r  e n t i t l e m e n t  amount reduced.  
One community had i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  reduced t o  z e r o  for f a i l u r e  t o  meet HAF 
g o a l s  and a n o t h e r  community had i t s  a p p l i c a t i o n  p a r t i a l l y  reduced i n  
repayment o f  i n e l i g i b l e  program c o s t s .  ' Four communities withdrew from t h e  CDBG progam by r e f u s i n g  t o  s i g n  
c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved a p p l i c a t i o n s .  

' 

TOTAL METRO C I T I E S  URBAN COUNTIES 
NUMBER AMOUNT NUMBER AMOUNT NUMBER AMOUNT 

OURCE: Compiled by Office of E v a l u a t i o n  from d a t a  p rov ided  by Data Systems 
nd S t a t i s t i c s  D i v i s i o n ,  Community P lann ing  and -Development, HUD. I 

~ 

TABLE 1-2 

FYI980 SMALL CITIES APPROVALS FOR 
SINGLE PURPOSE AND COMPREHENSIVE GRANTS BY TYPE OF GRANTEE 

TYPE OF GRANT 
TYPE OF GRANTEE SINGLE PURPOSE COMPREHENSIVE TOTAL 

Muni c i p a  1 i t y  622 818 1.440 
Township 163 115 278 
County 192 92 28 4 

1 I n d i a n  R e s e r v a t i o n s  1 - 
S t a t e / T e r r i t o r y  4 - 4 
Munic ipa l i ty /County  31 22 53 

T o t a l  1,013 1,047 2,060 

OURCE: Compiled by Office o f  E v a l u a t i o n  from d a t a  p rov ided  by Data System 
nd S t a t i s t i c s  D i v i s i o n ,  Community P l a n n i n g i a n d  Development, HUD. 
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TABLE 1-3 
SMALL CITIES FYI980 PROGRAM 
GRANTS BY POPULATION SIZE* 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

DOLLARS PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT 
POPULATION APPROVED OF TOTAL OF GRANTS OF GRANTS 

0 - 2,499 
2,500 - 4,999 
5,000 - 9,999 
10,000 - 19,999 
20,000 - 24,999 
25,000 - 49,999 
50,000 - 99,999 
100,000 and over 

TOTAL 

$150,732 
86,259 
99,981 

128,925 
31,851 
66,001 
22,206 
22,671 

$608,634 

25% 
14 
16 
21 

5 
1 1  
4 
4 

100% 

418 
220 
237 
264 

66 
129 
54 
49 

1,437 

29% 
15 
17 
18 
5 
9 
4 
3 

100% 

BDoes not include multi-year commitments. 

SOURCE: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided by Data System: 
m d  Statistics Division, Community Planning and Development, HlJD. 

Several steps to simplify the Small Cities Program have been enacted in recent 
years. The Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1979 authorized 
elimination of the three-year needs assessment and strategy statement in 
applications f o r  Single Purpose Grants and regulations were subsequently 
issued to these ends. 

In the 1980 Amendments the preparation of grantee performance reports in the 
Small Cities program was changed. The new law gives the Secretary discretion 
to require grantee reports, performance reviews, and program audits less 
frequently than each year. 

A variety of technical assistance efforts closely related to the Small Cities 
program have been funded. These efforts have been directed toward assisting 
small communities: ( 1 )  to develop pre-applications; ( 2 )  to implement or  
complete a program; o r  ( 3 )  to increase local ability to support Block Grant 
activities with other availabe public and private resources. 

In addition several recent program regulatory changes were implemented in the 
Small Cities program. In February 1981, regulations regarding the Small 
Cities Housing Assistance Plan (HAP) were published. These regulations which 
became effective March 27th, substantially simplified the HAP and were 
intended to improve its utility for both the grantees and HUD. In addition, a 
proposed regulation was published to make the Section 108 Loan Guarantee 
Program applicable for Small Cities multi-year grantees. 

During Fiscal Year 1980, a Small Cities demonstration project was started. 
Kentucky and Wisconsin were selected to participate in a demonstration 
designed to substantially increase their participation in the awarding grants 
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under the Small Cities component of the Community Development Block Grant 
program. The objective of the demonstration is to determine whether increased 
state participation can increase targeting and coordination of Federal and 
State resources to communities with the greatest need, increase program 
responsiveness to State and local priorities and plans, and encourage greater 
commitment of state resources to housing and community development. 

Secretary' Discretionary Fund. The Secretary's Discretionary Fund (SDF) has 
undergone funding reductions due to recent legislative actions. Prior to the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1980, the Secretary's Discretionary 
Fund received three percent of the total funds appropriated. However, the 
1980 Act authorized specific appropriation levels, starting with FY1981. 
Furthermore, in the Conference Report of the Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1979, HUD was directed to utilize $10 million out of the 
Secretary's Discretionary Fund in 1980 to offset the effects of the increase 
in the metropolitan balances set-aside of $275 million by shifting the $10 
million into the entitlement portion of the program. 

In addition, FYI980 SDF funds were the subject of rescissions under the 1980 
Supplemental Appropriations and Rescission Act. Rescissions in the 
Secretary's Discretionary Fund consisted of $10 million from the Areawide 
Projects Program and $0.7 million from Insular Areas CDBG funds. The 
following table presents the FYI979 and FYI980 distribution of appropriations 
for the eight program categories in the Secretary's Discretionary Fund. 

TABLE 1-4 
DISTRIBUTION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR SECRETARY'S DICRETIONARY FUND 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

ACTIVITY FY 1979 FY 1980 

Indian and Alaskan Natives CDBG 
Technical Assistance 
Disaster Assistance 
Innovative Grants 
New Communities 
Insular Areas CDBG 
Areawide Projects 
CDBG Inequities 

Total 

$28,000 
20,476 

1,054 
15,000 
5,000 
2,500 
- 0 -  

$87,263 

15,2331 

$3 1 ,000 
15,707 
15,862 
11,363 
8,000 
2, 5002 
618: 

-0- 
$85,050 

c 

Excludes $14.3 million rescinded from 1979 Appropriations. 
Excludes $0.7 million rescinded from 1980 Appropriations. 
Excludes $10 million rescinded from 1980 Appropriatins. 

Reflects intent of the Joint Committee of Conference on the Housing and 
Community Development Amendments of 1979 that $10 million be shifted tc 
basic portion of the Entitlement Program. 

In 1980 the Indian and Alaskan Natives CDBG Program received $31 million and 
consituted the largest program allocation (37 percent) from the Secretary's 
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Fund. The Disaster Ass i s t ance  Fund and the  Technical  Ass i s tance  Program 
rece ived  t h e  second and t h i r d  largest sums, $15.9 m i l l i o n  and $15.4 m i l l i o n  
r e s p e c t i v e l y  . 
FY1980 funding f o r  t h e  Innovat ive  Grant Program was $1 1.363 m i l l i o n .  The 1980 
innovat ive  g r a n t s  compet i t ion combined $10 mi l l i on  o f  HUD funds w i t h  $1 
m i l l i o n  from t h e  Deparment o f  Energy t o  promote l o c a l  i n i t i a t i v e s  f o r  energy 
conserva t ion .  Se l ec t ed  p r o j e c t s  were intended t o  assist low and moderate 
income persons and small and minor i ty  bus inesses  develop c o s t- e f f e c t i v e  energy 
conserva t ion  p r o j e c t s .  Local energy p r o j e c t s  involv ing  a v a r i e t y  of  
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and f i nanc ing  techniques  and the  technology (e.g., geotheremal ,  
hydrothermal,  pass ive  s o l a r ,  biomass and a l c o h o l )  product ion were funded. 

Funding f o r  New Communities has  been decreasing s i n c e  1976. 1980 funding was 
$8 m i l l i o n ,  an almost  50 percent  reduc t ion  from 1979. T h i s  reflected a 
Secretarial  dec i s ion  t o  fund only  v i a b l e  new communities and t o  take s t e p s  t o  
a c q u i r e  and d ispose  of  new communibies that  were determined t o  be no logner  
v i a b l e .  I n  1979 and 1980, funds were a l l o c a t e d  t o  seven p r o j e c t s .  

Funding fo r  the  I n s u l a r  Areas CDBG Program dec l ined  from $5 m i l l i o n  i n  FYI979 
t o  $2.5 m i l l i o n  i n  FY1980. Approximately $1.8 m i l l i o n  of t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  was 
reprogrammed and $0.7 m i l l i o n  was s u b j e c t  t o  a r e s c i s s i o n .  

The funding- o f  Areawide P r o j e c t s  has decreased from $12 m i l l i o n  i n  1978 t o  
$0.6 m i l l i o n  i n  1980. I n  FY1978, t h e  AHOP Implementaton Grants  program was 
b i e n n i a l l y  funded a t  a h ighe r  l e v e l .  The program was reduced by $10 m i l l i o n  
as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  Supplemental Appropriat ions and Resc iss ion  Act o f  1980. 

A number of  program r e g u l a t i o n s  were i s sued  i n  FY1980 which affected programs 
funded by t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  D i sc re t i ona ry  Fund. I n  the  Disaster Ass is tance  
Program, proposed new r e g u l a t i o n s  were designed t o  improve program 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  by f avo r ing  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  a v e r t  or l e s s e n  the  r e c u r r i n g  
threat of disasters; r e q u i r e  c l o s e r  coord ina t ion  w i th  Fede ra l  and l o c a l  
disaster  a s s i s t a n c e  programs; encourage cos t  e f f e c t i v e  u l t i m a t e  s o l u t i o n s ;  
s i m p l i f y  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  procedure;  and implement Execut ive Orders 11988 on 
f l o o d p l a i n  management and 1190 on p r o t e c t i o n  of the  wet lands.  

The- Technical  Ass i s tance  program has provided suppor t  f o r  t h e  es tab l i shment  o f  
the  Community R e v i t a l i z a t i o n  T ra in ing  Center  and t h e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Advisory 
Se rv i ce .  The t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  program has a l s o  provided support  f o r  
housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and commercial r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  by l o c a l  non- profi t  
negghborhood groups;  and has e s t a b l i s h e d  a program t o  t r a i n  l o c a l  l ending  
i n s t i t u t i o n s  through t h e  Comptrol ler  of  t h e  Currency i n  underwr i t ing  l oans  f o r  
c ommun i t y r evb t a 1 i z  a t ion  act  i v i t 5 e-s . 
The Technica l  Ass i s tance  progyam i s  a l s o  beginning t o  fund p r o j e c t s  concerning 
community energy conserva t ion  and product ion ;  awarding c o n t r a c t s  t o  encourage 
p u b l i c / p r i v a t e  investments  i n  c i t i e s ,  promote neighborhood economic 
development, t o  provide a s s i s t a n c e  t o  minori ty  developers  and c o n t r a c t o r s ;  and 
t o  encourage s ta tes  t o  suppor t  l o c a l  governments i n  community development and 
r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  through State Community Affairs Departments. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  HUD publ i shed  a r e q u e s t  f o r  comments on t h e  Ind ian  program i n  an 
e f f o r t  t o  f u r t h e r  a l i g n  t h e  program w i t h  t h e  needs of  t h e  a p p l i c a n t s .  



m 
3- 
(D a 

P. P 
m (D 
rt a 1 
P, 
rt r- 

P, 0 
Et 
5- c 

rt 
0 

c 
(D 0- 

(D " 



7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

FOOTNOTES 

The major d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  Small Cities formula and t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  
formula is  t h a t  i n  t h e  1977 formula Small Ci t ies  popula t ion  i s  s u b s t i t u t e d  
f o r -  growth lag. 

Housing. and Community Development- Act o f -  1980, Pub. L .  96-399, 94 S t a t .  
1614, Sec t ion  106(a)  (1980) .  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  107. 

ICid . ,  Sec t ion  102. 

., I b i d  Sec t ion  112. 

H.R. Rep; No. 96-1420, 96th Congi.,, 2nd Ses-s; 77 (1980). 
~ 

Housing and Community Development- Act o f  1980, Pub.L. 96-399, 94 S t a t .  
1614,  Sec t ion  106(b)(1980) .  

., I b i d  Sec t ion  101(a) .  

H.R. Rep. No. 96-979, 96 th  Cong., 2nd Sess .  8-9 (1980).  

Housing and Community Development Act o f  1980, Pub.L. 96-399, 94 S t a t .  
1614,  Sec t ion  113 (1980). 

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  lOl(b3. The 1980 l a w  provides  f o r  t h e  three- year  
q u a l i f i c a t i o n  o f  Urban Counties  with r e spec t  t o  Urban County program yea r s  
b e g i n n i n g w i t h  t h e  program yea r  i n  which grants  are made t o  Urban Counties 
from F i s c a l  year  1982 app rop r i a t i ons .  Any u n i t  of gene ra l  l o c a l  
government which i s - i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  Urban County i s  n o t  o therwise  e l i g 5 b l e  
as a s e p a r a t e  e n t i t y  for  a g r a n t  under S e c t i n  106 of  t h e  Housing and 
Community Development A c t  of 1974, u n l e s s  t h e  Urban County's a p p l i c a t i o n  
is- disapproved or  withdrawn p r i o r  t o  or during t h e  three- year  per iod .  
During the1 t h r e e  year  p e r i o d ,  any u n i t  of  g e n e r a l  l o c a l  government which 
is not  included i n  t h e  Urban County for  t h e  first yea r s  is n o t -e l i g i b l e  
f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  . t h e  second or  t h i r d  years. According t o  t h e  Sena te  
Report (S. Aep. No. 96-736, 96th Cong., 2nd Sess. 5 (1980)) t h e  purpose of 
t h i s  s e c t i o n  is  to e l i m i n a t e  t h e  administrative burden which annual  
r e n e g a t i a t i o n  between di t ies  and Urban Counties  p l a c e s  on both. With a 

.three:year commitment, i t - i s  a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  Urban Counties should be 
a b l e  t o  p lan  and implement t h e  t h r e e  year  community development stategies 
which w i l l  meet t h e  needs of  t h e i r  r e s i d e n t s ;  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  101(c) .  The new law conforms t h e  e x i s t i n g  requirements  
concerning - n o t i f i c a t i o n  by Urban Counties t o  i nc lude  u n i t s  of  government 
o f  t h e i r  oppor tun i ty  t o  be exclud2d f o r  t h e  county f o r  t h e  above three-  
y e a r  Urban County q u a l i f i c a t i o n  per iod.  

I 

16 ! 



13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Such n o t i f i c a t i o n  t o  u n i t s  of  gene ra l  government is  t o  be provided a t  such 
a time and manner s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  Secretary so as t o  a l low a reasonable  
per iod  of time- f o r  response.  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  101(d) .  The 1980 Amendments a l s o  provide t h a t  when a 
Metropol i tan Ci ty  is loca t ed  i n  whole or i n  p a r t  w i th in  an Urban County, 
t h e  Secretary--upon %he j o i n t  r eques t  from a c i t y  and county,  t o  approve 
the  i nc lu s ion  o f  khe c i t y  as p a r t  o f  t h e  county f o r  purposes o f  planning 
and implementing a j o i n t  community development program meeting. t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  requirements  o f  Sec t ion  104 of  t h e  Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974. 

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  103. For purposes of determining- Urban County e n t i t l e m e n t  
amounts, t h e  new l a w  provides  f o r  t h e  i nc lu s ion  o f  t h e  demagpaphy o f  any 
independent c i t y  (as  def ined  by t h e  Census Bureau)  which:  (1) i s  n o t  p a r t  
of any county; ( 2 )  is not e l ig ib le  f o r  an Ent i t l ement  g r a n t ;  (3 )  is 
cont iguous  t o  the  Urban County; ( 4 )  has en t e r ed  i n t o  coopera t ion  
agpeements w i t h  t h e  Urban County which provide t h a t  t h e  Urban County is t o  
undertake o r  t o  assist i n  the  under tak ing  of e s s e n t i a l  community 
development and housing a s s i s t a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  
independent  c i t y ;  and (5 )  is  n o t  included as par t  of any o t h e r  u n i t  of 
gene ra l  l o c a l  government f o r  purposes o f  Sec t ion  106 o f  t h e  Housing and 
Community Development Act o f  1974. The new l a w  f u r t h e r  s tates t h a t  any 
independent c i t y  whose demography is so included is not  e l i g ib l e  f o r  a 
d i s c r e t i o n a r y  Block Grant from t h e  Small Cities program. 

Housing and Community Development Act o f  1980, Pub.L. 9 6 - 9 9 ,  94 S ta t .  
1614, Sec t ion  104(a)  (1980).  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  104(a) .  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  104(a) .  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  104(b) .  

I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  104(c) .  The. fo l lowing& energy Peslated a c t i v i t i e s  are made 
e l ig ib l e  f o r  CDBG progpam funding: 

De'sfgn f e a t u r e s  and improvements t h a t  promote energy e f f i c i e n c y  related t o  
pub l i c  works, neighborhood f ac i l i t i e s ,  u t i l i t i e s  and o t h e r  f a c i l i t i e s  as 
specified i n  e x i s t i n g  law. For example, 

--Power genera t ion  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  us ing . r enewab le  r e sou rce  
energy systems. 

--Solid waste r ecyc l ing ;  o r  conversion f ac i l i t i e s .  

- - Rehabi l i t a t ion  o f  bu i ld ings  and improvements which promote energy 
conserva t ion .  

--Energy conserva t ion  as an e l i g i b l e  pub l i c  s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t y .  
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--Grants made t o  neighborhood-based, nonpro f i t  o rgna i za t i ons ,  l o c a l  
development co rpo ra t i ons  or e n t i t i e s  organized under t h e  Small Business  
Investment Act of 1958 t o  be used t o  carry out  community energy 
conserva t ion  p r o j e c t s .  

s e c t o r ,  i nc lud ing  t h e  enactment and enforcement of l o c a l  codes and 
ord inances  t o  encourage o r  mandate energy r e sou rces ,  f i n a n c i a l  and o t h e r  
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  be provided ( p r i n c i p a l l y  f o r  the  b e n e f i t  of low- and 
moderate-inoome . persons)  t o  make energy conserving improvements t o  
r e - s iden t i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  and any o t h e r  proposed energy m m s e r v a t i o n  
a c t i v i t i e s  

- 

kt 

The 1980 Amendments a l s o  i nc lude  as an a d d i t i o n a l  e lg ib le  a c t i v i t y ,  . t hose  
a c t i v i t i e s  necessary t o  t h e  development o f  a comprehensive, community-wide 
energy use  strategy, which may i n c l u d e  items such as: 

--a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  energy use and proJected demand by s e c t o r ,  f ue l  t ype  
and geographic  area; 

--an a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  op t ions  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  community t o  conserve. scarce i 
f u e l s  and encourage use o f  renewable energy r e sou rces ;  

--an a n a l y s i s  of  the  manner i n ,  and e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  community's 
neighborhood r e v i t a l i z a t i o n ,  housing and economic development strategies 
w i l l  suppor t  i t s  energy conserva t ion  s t r a t e g y ;  

- - i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  1,ocal . government unit- responsibqle . f o r  
admin i s t e r ing  , t h e  energy use- s t ra tegy;  

--provPsion o f  a s chedu le  f o r  implementation of  each element i n  t h e  
s t r a t e g y ;  and 

--a p r o j e c t i o n  o f  the  sav ings  i n  s ca rce  f o s s i l  f u e l  consumption and t h e  
development and use o f  renewable energy resources  t h a t  w i l l  r e s u l t  from 
implementation of  t h e  energy use s t r a t e g y .  

2o I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  104(d) .  

21 I b i d . ,  Sec t ion  104(c)2 .  

22 I b i d .  Sec t ion  104(c)4  and 5. 
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23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Housing and Community Development Act of 1980, Pub.L. 96-399, 94 Stat .  
1614, Sec t ion  105( b) ( 1980) The displacement r e p o r t  was o r i g i n a l l y  t o  be 
submit ted t o  Conglress no later  than March 31. However, HUD reques ted  an 
ex tens ion  and the r e p o r t  is- now ,scheduled t o  be d e l i v e r e d  t o  Congress on 
June 30, 1981. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development - Independent Agencies 
Appropriat ion Act - 1980, Pub.L. 96-103, 93 S t a t .  771 (1979).  

SuppPemental Appropr ia t ions  and Resciss ion Act of 1980, Pub.L. 96-304, 94 
S t a t .  857 (1980). 

Department of Housing and Urban Development - Independent Agencies 
Appror ia t ion  Act - 1981, Pub.L. 96-526, 94 S t a t .  3044 (1980).  

4 

Department of Housing and Urban Development - Independent Agencies 
Appropriat ion Act - 1980, Pub.L. 96-526, 94 S t a t .  3044, (1979). T i t l e  I V ,  
Sec t ion  411. 

- 9  I b i d  T i t l e  I V ,  Sec t ion  417. 

t 
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CHAPTER 2:  PATTERNS OF FUNDING 

OVERVIEW 

T h i s  c h a p t e r  d e s c r i b e s  p a t t e r n s  and t r e n d s  i n  Community Development Block 
Gran t  fund ing .  It d i s c u s s e s  program a p p r o p r i a t i o n s ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  f u n d s ,  
o b l i g a t i o n s ,  d i s b u r s e m e n t s ,  and t h e  s i z e  and number o f  g r a n t s ;  and t races  
t h e i r  development o v e r  t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  progpam. Aggregate  CDBG budge ta ry  and 
a c c o u n t i n g -  data  were employed f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  

The Community Development Block Grant  program has been suppor ted  by seven  
a n n u a l  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  - s i n c e  t h e  i n i t i a l  passage  o f  t h e  Housing 
and Community Development Act o f  1974. A s  t h e  program g o t  underway there were 
s i g n i f i c a n t  f u n d i n g -  i n c r e a s e s  a v e r a g i n g  14 p e r c e n t  p e r  year from 1975 t o  
1977. For  t h e  n e x t  three y e a r s ,  annua l  funding s t a b i l i z e d  a t  $3.6 t o  3.7 
b i l l i o n  w i t h  o n l y  s l i g h t  y e a r l y  i n c r e a s e s .  The 1981 a p p r o p r i a t i o n  marked t h e  
first a c t u a l  decrease i n  y e a r l y  fund ing .  However, t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s ,  e x p r e s s e d  i n  c o n s t a n t  d o l l a r s ,  has  d e c l i n e d  y e a r l y  s i n c e  1978, 
r e s u l t i n g  i n  1981 f u n d i n g  be ing  $60 m i l l i o n  lower  i n  real  terms t h a n  t h e  1975 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n .  

The Housing and Community Development Act, as amended, s p e c i f i e d  t h e  r e l a t i v e  
f u n d i n g .  shares among. t h e  f o u r  CDBG programs ( E n t i t l e m e n t ,  Small Ci t ies ,  
S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund, and F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t s ) .  The p r i n c i p a l  s h i f t  i n  fund ing  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  among . t h e  programs has r e s u l t e d  d i r e c t l y  from t h e  implementa t ion  
o f  t h e  Hold Harmless p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  Act. A s  a consequence o f  t h a t  s h i f t ,  
t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  f r a c t i o n  of t h e  Block Grant  has  d e c l i n e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  Small 
Cities p o r t i o n .  

The number .of Metro Cit ies  and Urban Count ies  r e c e i v i n g  Block Gran t  
e n t i b l c m e n t s  has i n c r e a s e d  g r a d u a l l y  as communities became e l i g i b l e .  The 
S m a l l  Cities program is e n t i r e l y  d i s c r e t i o n a r y .  Consequen t ly ,  t h e  number o f  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  has  v a r i e d  somewhat from one y e a r  t o  t h e  n e x t ,  as some 
communi t ies  e n t e r  sthe program and o thers  complete  g r a n t s .  

Among, E n t i t l e m e n t  Communities, e x p e n d i t u r e  rates have accelerated no matter 
what measure i s  used .  The cumula t ive  drawdown ra te  f o r  a l l  e n t i t l e m e n t  
g r a n t e e s  i n c r e a s e d  from 42 p e r c e n t  i n  FY1977 t o  68 p e r c e n t  i n  FY1980. I n  
FY1977 communities expended 64 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e c r  y e a r l y  e n t i t l e m e n t  i n  t h a t  
y e a r ;  by FY1980, t h e y  were expending f u n d s  a t  a rate g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e i r  a n n u a l  
e n t i t l e m e n t- - 1 0 3  p e r c e n t .  

T h i s  c h a p t e r  i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  two p a r t s .  The first p a r t  p r o v i d e s  a n  overview 
of C o n g r e s s i o n a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  CDBG Program and a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  o b l i g a t i o n ,  and d i sbursement  o f  CDBG funds .  The second p a r t  
describes charac ter i s t ics  o f  CDBG g r a n t s  and g r a n t e e s  and d i s c u s s e s  t h e  t r e n d s  
i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of g r a n t s  among g r a n t e e s .  

c 
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CDBG APPROPKIATIONS. 

A c t u a l  Funding Levers .  Congress iona l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s '  u n d e r  Ti t le - I o f  t h e  
Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974, as" amended, c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  
s o u r c e  o f  funds  f o r  t h e  Community Development Block Gran t  (CDBG) Program. I n  
t h e  seven' years between 1975 and 1981, Congr.ess a p p r o p r i a t e d  more t h a n  $23.3 
b i l l i o n  f o r  t h e  CDBG Program. 

CDBG a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  FY1980 were, as i n  a l l  p r i o r  f i s c a l  years,  h ighe r  t h a n  
t h e  p r e v i o u s  y e a r ' s  f u n d i n g . l e v e 1 .  However, t h e  i n c r e a s e  from FY1979 was 
modest ,  1.6 p e r c e n t ,  and reflected t h e  r e c e n t  p a t t e r n  of smaller a n n u a l  
i n c r e a s e s  i n  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s .  See  F i g u r e  2-1. To i l l u s t r a t e ,  t h e  CDBG 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n  f o r  FY1977 was 34 p e r c e n t  higher  t h a n  t h e  FY1975 a p p r o p r i a t i o n ,  
b u t  t h e  FY1980 a p p r o p r i a t i o n  was on ly  5 p e r c e n t  h ighe r  t h a n  t h e  FY1977 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n .  I n  FY1981, f o r  t h e  first time i n  t h e  program's  h i s t o r y ,  t h e  
CDBG a p p r o p r i a t i o n  was less  t h a n  the  p r e v i o u s  y e a r ' s  a p p r o p r i a t i o n .  

FIGURE 2-1 

CDBG APPROPRIATIONS BY FISCAL YEARS 
I N  ACTUAL AND CONSTANT DOLLARS, 1075-1881 
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Cons tan t  D o l l a r  Funding Leve l s .  Even though a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  i n c r e a s e d  e v e r y  
y e a r  u n t i l  1981,  i n  real terms t h e  v a l u e  of the  g r a n t s  has d e c l i n e d .  F i g u r e  
2-1 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  impact  of i n f l a t i o n  on fund ing .  When i n f l a t i o n  is  
c o n t r o l l e d  by u t i l i z i n g  t h e  GNP I m p l i c i t  P r i c e  D e f l a t o r ,  it is  e v i d e n t  t h a t  
CDBG a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  i n  r e c e n t  y e a r s  have n o t  kept' pace  w i t h  i n f l a t i o n .  S i n c e  
t h e  FY 1978 a p p r o p r i a t i o n ,  t h e  actual  buyidg power o,f t h e  CDBG a p p r o p r i a t i o n  
measured i n  c o n s t a n t  1975 do l l a r s  h a s  d e c l i n e d .  In FY1981, g r a n t e e s  as a 
whole  were r e c e i v i n g  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h e  same amount o f  funds  i n  real  terms as 
t h e y  were i n  t h e  first y e a r  of the  program. 

21 



CDBG Funding as a Share o f -t h e  Federa l  Budget. A comparison of annual  changes 
i n  CDBG app rop r i a t i ons  and annual  federal budget o u t l a y s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i n  
r e c e n t  y e a r s  CDBG a p p r u p r i a t i o n s  have increased  a t  a -slower ra te  than t h e  
t o t a l  .federal budget. F igure  2-2 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  for t h e  first two yea r s  of 
t h e  CDBG program i ts  annual  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  grew fas ter  than t h e  rate  of growth 
for t h e  'federal budget as a whole, b u t  for t h e  next fou r  yea r s  t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  grew a t  a s lower annual  ra te  than  federal budget growth. As a 
r e s u l t ,  i n  1977, Community Development Block Grant funding,  comprised 0.81 
pe rcen t  o f  t o t a l  federal o u t l a y s ,  b u t  by 1981 it made up 0.56 percent .  

FIGURE 2-2 

CHANGE I N  FEDERAL BUDGET OUTLAYS 
AND THE CDBG APPROPRIATIONS,1975-1981 
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DISTRIBUTION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Block Grant  funds are a l l o c a t e d  t o  g r a n t e e s  i n  a two stage, process .2  The 
first stage, t h e  program l e v e l ,  d i s t r i b u t e s  CDBG funds among -the major CDBG 
programs--the En t i t l emen t  Program, Small Cities Program, t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund, 
and t h e  F i n a n c i a l  Se t t lement  Fund. The second s t a g e  a l l o c a t e s  funds t o  
i n d i v i d u a l  communities wi th in  each program. This s e c t i o n  of  t h e  chap te r  
focuses  on t h e  first stage, t h e  program l e v e l .  The next  s e c t i o n  d i s c u s s e s  
funding. - t o  i n d i v i d u a l  communities and exp la in s  t h e  process  by which these 
funds  are a l l o c a t e d  and t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  p a t t e r n s  they  fol low.  

D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  Appropr ia t ions  by Program Category. I n  t h e  CDBG a l l o c a t i o n  
p roces s ,  app rop r i a t ed  funds are set aside f o r  0 t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund, t h e  
F i n a n c i a l  Se t t l emen t  Fund ( i f  necessary)  and small me t ropo l i t an  c i t i e s  ( t h o s e  
wi th  popu la t i ons ,  under 50,000 t h a t  f a l l  w i th in  SMSAs). Eighty percent  of t h e  
remainder  is then  d i s t r i b u t e d  by formula among - t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  
j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  The remaining 120 percent  o f  t h e  Block Grant a p p r o p r i a t i o n  i s  
used f o r  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  g r a n t s  t o  small non-metropolitan governments, t h a t  is, 
c i t ies  wi th  less than  50,000 persons t h a t  are not  located i n  SMSAs. I 
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Most CDBG funds  a re  a l l o t t e d  t o  t h e '  E n t i t l e m e n t  program. . About 78 p e r c e n t  of 
a l l  Block Grant monies available between FY1975 and FY1980 ( F i g u r e  2-3) was 
earinarked for  e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t s .  See F i g u r e  2-3. S i x t y  p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  funds  
i n  t h e  s i x  y e a r  p e r i o d  went t o  e n t i t l e d  M e t r o p o l i t a n  Ci t ies ,  10 p e r c e n t  t o  
e n t i t l e d  Urban C o u n t i e s ,  and 8 p e r c e n t  t o  e n t i t l e d  Hold Harmless Communities. 

1876 

FIGURE 2-3 

DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG FUNOS A).(ONG PROGRAPS 
BY FISCAL YEARS, 1875-1080 
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The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  funds  among - the  v a r i o u s  program c a t e g o r i e s  h a s  s h i f t e d  
somewhat s i n c e  t h e  program was i n i t i a t e d .  The p r o p o r t i o n  of t o t a l  f u n d s  
a l l o t t e d  t o  M e t r o p o l i t a n  Cities has remained r e l a t i v e l y  c o n s t a n t  o v e r  t h e  l i f e  
of t h e  program. The amount d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  Urban C o u n t i e s  has  t r i p l e d  as a 
p r o p o r t i o n  of the  t o t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n ,  from 4 p e r c e n t  i n  FY1975 t o  12 p e r c e n t  
i n  FY1980. Hold Harmless Communities, as mandated by Congress ,  have now been 
phased o u t  of t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  program. I n  t h e  first y e a r ,  Hold Harmless 
a l l o t m e n t s  comprised 18 p e r c e n t  of t h e  CDBG a p p r o p r i a t i o n ;  by FY1979, t h e  Hold 
Harmless amount was 3 p e r c e n t .  I n  FY1980, these communities r e c e i v e d  no 
e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t s .  - A s  a r e s u l t ,  t h ey  e i ther  were a l l o c a t e d  money o u t  of  one 
of t h e  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  f u n d s ,  o r  t h e y  r e c e i v e d  no new monies a t  a l l .  

As t h e  Hold Harmless component h a s  decreased i n  magni tude,  t h e  Small Ci t ies  
program has i n c r e a s e d .  The amount going t o  t h e  Small Ci t ies  component has 
grown s t e a d i l y ,  from 11 p e r c e n t  i n  t h e  first y e a r  t o  25 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  
FY1980 a p p r o p r i a t i o n .  T h i s  i n c r e a s e  stems from the  phase- out o f  Hold Harmless 
g r a n t s ,  s i n c e  some f u n d s  n o t  used f o r  Hold Harmless Communities are c h a n n e l l e d  
i n t o  t h e  Small Cities program. 

Both t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund and t h e  F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t  Fund have remained 
small e l e m e n t s  of t h e  Block Gran t  program. Over t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  program, each 
has been a l l o t t ed  about 2 p e r c e n t  of t h e  program, and both funds  have changed 
o n l y  s l i g h t l y  i n  magni tude s i n c e  FY1975. 

ri 
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I 

FISCAL YEAR 
I 

1975 1978 1980 

9 0% 7 1 % 5 4% 
14 0% 1 7  6 %  17 8 O ’ o  
14 0% 1 2 7 0’0 11 7 %  
15 3% 1 3 7 0,’o 14 3% 
1 7 7 % 19 5% 20 100 
10 0% 9 6 ‘/a 9 8 0 0  

5 2% 4 70.0 4 7 “’0 

2 4 “10 2 1 2 2% 
9 3% 10 50‘” 1 1  0“’“ 
2 3% 2 5’8 2 6”. 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  by Reaion. There i s  some v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  
amount o f  CDBG funds  d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  v a r i o u s  HUD Regions,  and there h a s  
been some change i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  funds  o v e r  time,. Table  2-1 i n d i c a t e s  
t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  CDBG funds  by HUD Region f o r  selected f i s c a l  
y e a r s .  Two HUD Regions (Boston and P h i l a d e l p h i a )  underwent a small d e c l i n e  i n  
t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  shares o f  Community Development funds  between 1975 and 1980, 
w h i l e  three Regions (New York, Chicago., and San F r a n c i s c o )  i n c r e a s e d  t h e i r  
r e l a t i v e  shares of funds .  Othe r  HUD Regions had n e g l i g i b l e  g a i n s  or  l o s s e s  i n  
t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  shares o f  CDBG funds  between 1975 and 1980. 

REGION 

CDBG OBLIGATIONS 

TABLE 2-1 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION O F  CDBG FUNDS 

BY HUD REGION FOR SELECTED YEARS 

I (Boston) 
II (New York) 
111 (Philadelphia) 
IV (Atlanta) 
V (Chicago) 
VI (Fort Worth) 
VII (Kansas City) 
Vlll (Denver) 

X (Seattle) 
Ix (Sdn Francisco) 

Over 99 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  CDBG funds  a p p r o p r i a t e d  by Congress have been 
obl igated3 by HUD t o  i n d i v i d u a l  g r a n t e e s .  Gran tees  who are r e c i p i e n t s  of CDBG 
obl igated funds  a re  t h e n  a u t h o r i z e d  t o  begin  implementing p r o j e c t s  which w i l l  
r e q u i r e  the  a c t u a l  d i sbursement  o f  CDBG funds .  

Table 2-2 p r o v i d e s  p e r c e n t a g e s  of a p p r o p r i a t e d  funds  obligated by HUD t o  
i n d i v i d u a l  g ~ a n t e e s .  A s  o f  December 31, 1980, 99.5 p e r c e n t  o f  a l l  
a p p r o p r i a t e d  CDBG monies had been obligated.  - A 1 1  of t h e  program components 
e x c e p t  t h e  S e c r e t a r y ’ s  Fund had obligated well o v e r  99 p e r c e n t  of bo th  t h e i r  
FY1980 and t h e i r  - s ix -year  t o t a l  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s .  S i n c e  t h e  Secretary’s Fund 
acts as a ready  r e s e r v e  for  emergenc ies  and s p e c i a l l y  d e s i g n a t e d  p r o j e c t s  and 
is n o t  allocated i n  advance,  t h e r s i s ‘ s l o w e r  o b l i g a t i o n  -of these funds .  
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TABLE 2.2 

OBLIGATED CDBG FUNDS AS A PERCENT OF AVAILABLE FUNDS 
BY PROGRAM AND FISCAL YEAR 

AS OF DECEMBER 31,1980 

PROGRAM 

Entitlement 

Small Cities 

Secretary's Fund 

Flnancial Settlement 

Total 

* 
FISCAL YEAR 

1975.1 976' 1977 1978 1979 1980 Cumulative 

100 0% 100 0% 1 00 0 010 99 9% 99 7 % 99 5% 

99 9% 99 7 % 100 0 0 0  99 4 % 99 5% 99 0 @ ' 0  

99 6% 100 0% 96 0 %  00 5% 77 0 %  94 7% 

100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 99 9% 1 00 0 % 99 9% 

99 9% 99 9% 99 9% 99 6% 99 2 % 99 5% 

Source U S Deparlmenl 01 Houslng and Urban Dewlopmenl Cornmunily Plannlng and Developmen!. Olllce of Managemenl Budg-l 
Division 

CDBG DISBURSEMJi"TS/EXPENDITURES 

O v e r a l l  Expendi tu re  Rates. Disbursements or e x p e n d i t u r e s  are payments 
a c t u a l l y  made by t h e  U.S. Department o f  Treasury  f o r  p r o d u c t s , ' . s e r v i c e s ,  o r  
f o r  other purposes-. The d i sbursement  rate (commonly referred t o  as t h e  
e x p e n d i t u r e  rate s i n c e  Treasury  d i sbursements  are made when g r a n t e e s  expend 
f u n d s )  i s  e q u a l  t o  d i s b u r s e m e n t s  made by Treasury  d i v i d e d  by o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  
g r a n t e e s .  The U.S. Treasury  has d i s b u r s e d  a t o t a l  o f  $14.3 b i l l i o n  of CDBG 
f u n d s  as o f  December 31, 1980. This r e p r e s e n t s  74 p e r c e n t  of a l l  funds  
a s s i g n e d  t o  g r a n t e e  a c c o u n t s  by HUD and 73 p e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  funds  o b l i g a t e d  t o  
programs. See T a b l e  2-3. The o v e r a l l  e x p e n d i t u r e  r a t e  as of  December 31, 
1979 was 99 p e r c e n t  of FY 1975-1976 f u n d s ,  98 p e r c e n t  of FY1977 f u n d s ,  94 
p e r c e n t  of FY1978 f u n d s ,  58 p e r c e n t  of FY1979 f u n d s ,  and 10 p e r c e n t  o f  FY1980 
funds .  Disbursements  i n  each succeed ing  f i sca l  y e a r  are lower for t h e  
E n t i t l e m e n t  Program and t h e  Small Cit ies  program because  g r a n t e e s  draw down 
f u n d s  from one y e a r ' s  account  b e f o r e  drawing funds  from any subsequen t  y e a r ' s  
a c c o u n t s .  
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TABLE 2-3 

DISBURSEMENT RATE OF CDBG FUNDS BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR AS OF DECEMBER 31,1980 

PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro 
Non.Metro 

FISCAL YEAR 

1977 1978 1979 1980 Cumulative 1975.1976 

74 740 
73 4 0 0  

- 93 2 ' 0  

99 6% 99 400  95 900 56 2O'o 7 2 2 0  
99 4 " b  966"a 56 5 ' 0  7 2 %  

99 670 98 8 %  84 8 " e  48 1 0 0  

99 6% 

66 7'0 
64 2'c 
67 7'0 

Small Cities 
99 5% 97 2 0 . 0  92 2'0 67 0'0 15 2O.e 
99 3% 97 3 0 0  90 000 62 9"o 14 3'0 
99 6'0 97 240 93 10'0 68 7 ' 0  15 5'0 

Total 
Metro 
Non.Metro 

Secretary's Fund 

Financial Settlement 

84 3 %  69 1 % 47 7% 188CO 60 3 ' c  

82 0 0 0  680 '0  34 0'0 1000 0 71 3'r 

92 5% 

96 0 "'0 

1 ProRmm Category E x p e n d i t u r e  Rates .'I There is  v a r i a t i o n  i n  e x p e n d i t u r e  ra tes  
among CDBG program categories. As of December 31,  1980 cumula t ive  e x p e n d i t u r e  
ra tes  f o r  program categories were: 74.4 p e r c e n t  f o r  E n t i t l e m e n t  Communities; 
66.7 p e r c e n t  f o r  Small Cities; 60.3 p e r c e n t  f o r  t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund; and 71.3 
p e r c e n t  fo r  F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t  Fund. r 

T h i s  v a r i a t i o n  i n  e x p e n d i t u r e  rates is due ,  a t  least i n  p a r t ,  t o  i n h e r e n t  
program d i f f e r e n c e s .  The F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t  Fund is  a l l o c a t e d  a v e r y  small 
p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  CDBG f u n d s ,  b u t  i ts  o v e r a l l  spend ing  rate is  r e l a t i v e l y  high 
because  g r a n t s  o f  t h i s  t y p e  are p r e c o n d i t i o n e d  funds  t o  be drawn down by a lui 
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E x p e n d i t u r e  ra tes  i n  t h e  Small Ci t ies  program ref lec t  t h e  complexi ty  o f  t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  p r o c e s s  and t h e  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  program. Small Ci t ies  
must go t h r o u g h  a two stage p r o c e s s  i n v o l v i n g  bo th  p r e a p p l i c a t i o n s  and f u l l  
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  A p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  Small Cities funds  for a g i v e n  f i s c a l  y e a r  are 
u s u a l l y  n o t  approved u n t i l  well  i n t o  t h a t  f i s c a l  y e a r .  Consequent ly ,  
e x p e n d i t u r e  rate data based on F e d e r a l  f i sca l  y e a r s  s e r i o u s l y  o v e r s t a t e  t h e  
amount of time Small Cities have a c t u a l l y  had t o  spend t h e i r  g r a n t s .  
Moreover, t h e  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  Small Cities program h a s  meant t h a t  
a b o u t  h a l f  o f  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  e a c h  y e a r  have been communities w i t h o u t  
s i g n i f i c a n t  p r i o r  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  community development programs. T h e r e f o r e ,  
there are a lways  a number of  communities undergoing -a l e a r n i n g  p r o c e s s  of 
implementing .community development programs. 

However, Small Cities. g r a n t e e s  made s i g n i f i c a n t  p r o g r e s s  i n  spending.  o v e r  t h e  
l a s t  two y e a r s .  I n  t h e  las t  q u a r t e r  o f  1 9 7 8 , - g n a n t e e s  drew $96.6 m i l l i o n  from 
t h e i r  a c c o u n t s ;  and i n  t h e  f o u r t h  q u a r t e r  of 1980 t h e y  drew $320.5 m i l l i o n ,  a n  
amount three times greater. 

Characterist ics o f  the  E n t i t l e m e n t  program and i ts a c c o u n t i n g  method a l s o  make 
it d e c e p t i v e  t o  r e l y  on F e d e r a l  f i s c a l  y e a r  e x p e n d i t u r e  data t o  a n a l y z e  
E n t i t l e m e n t  program e x p e n d i t u r e  p a t t e r n s .  F i r s t ,  a g r a n t e e  i n  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  
progmm is permi t ted  t o  se lect  any 12 month time p e r i o d  f o r  i t s  program y e a r ,  
a n d  t h i s  program y e a r  d o e s  n o t  h a v e . t o  cor respond  w i t h  t h e  F e d e r a l  f i s c a l  
y e a r .  As a r e s u l t ,  some g r a n t e e s  begin  t h e i r  progmm years i n  J a n u a r y  w h i l e  
o thers  begin t h e i r s  i n  October .  F e d e r a l  f i s c a l  year e x p e n d i t u r e  ra tes ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  measure t h e  amount of spend ing  a t  wide ly  v a r y i n g  p o i n t s  i n  t h e  
program y e a r  c y c l e  o f  v a r i o u s  g r a n t e e s .  Secondly ,  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  program 
u s e s  a FIFO ( f i r s t - i n ,  f i r s t - o u t )  a c c o u n t i n g  (method which r e q u i r e s  e n t i t l e m e n t  
j u r i s d i c t i o n s  t o  drawdown a l l  funds  from a g i v e n  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  p r i .o r  t o  
drawing down f u n d s  from s u b s e q u e n t  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s .  T h i s  p rocedure  d i s t o r t s  
t h e  manner i n  which l o c a l i t i e s  have s p e n t  Block Gran t  monies because  it 
p o r t r a y s  g r a n t e e s  as b e i n g  ve ry  c a p a b l e  o f  spend ing  e a r l y  y e a r  f u n d i n g  and 
c o r r e s p o n d i n g l y  i n e f f e c t u a l  i n  spend ing  more r e c e n t  g r a n t s .  However , a n  
examina t ion  of F e d e r a l  f i sca l  y e a r  e x p e n d i t u r e  data i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  e x p e n d i t u r e  
r a t e s  f o r  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  Communities have s i g n i f i c a n t l y  accelerated i n  r e c e n t  
y e a r s .  See Table 2-4. 

The cumula t ive  e x p e n d i t u r e  ra te ,  which i n d i c a t e s  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of t o t a l  
e n t i t l e m e n t  f u n d s  expended a t  t h e  end o f  each F e d e r a l  f i s c a l  y e a r ,  shows a 
clear  t r e n d :  Slow spend ing  i n  t h e  e a r l y  y e a r s  o f  t h e  program followed by 
accelerated e x p e n d i t u r e  o f  f u n d s  i n  la ter  y e a r s .  The c u m u l a t i v e  e x p e n d i t u r e  
r a t e s  f o r  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  program were 28 p e r c e n t  a t  t h e  end of FY1976, 42 
p e r o e n t  at t h e  end of FY1977, 50 p e r c e n t  a t  t h e  end of FY1978, 59 p e r c e n t  a t  
t h e  end of FY1979, and 6 8  p e r c e n t  a t  t h e  end of FY1980. 
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TABLE 2 - 4  

FISCAL YEAR 

CUMULATIVE AND ANNUAL DRAWDOWN RATES 

DRAWOOWN 

Amouni of Amount of Annual Curnulalive 
Drawdown Assignrrent Drewdown Rate Drawdown Rale 

OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 
(Dollars in Millions) 

1975 
1976' 
1977 

1979 
w a  

1980 

$31 Sltldb 2 % 2 0 0  

$1078 520U8 52% 2 8 b o  
$1550 $2405 6 4 O . o  42'c 
$l&33 $2619 70'zb 50'0 
$2388 52675 90" r 59co 
$2602 52733 103",, 68' 0 

I I 
L 

'This Fiscal Yea1 includes the Iransllion quarltr, Inerelure 11 iepresenlb a lilleen niilnth peiiod 

Suurct U S  Depdlrnenl 0 1  nousiny and Urban Drvelupmenl. Ollnce 01 Finance ana ALcounling 

The a n n u a l  e x p e n d i t u r e  ra te  ( a l l  CDBG funds  s p e n t  i n  a f i s ca l  y e a r  d i v i d e d  by 
funds  obligated i n  t h a t  year) ,  which measures a community's p r o g r e s s  o v e r  one 
y e a r ,  a l s o  has i n c r e a s e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f o r  E n t i t l e m e n t  Communities. I n  1977, 
E n t i t l e m e n t  Communities were spend ing  funds  a t  a ra te  o f  64  p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  
c u r r e n t  g r a n t .  I n  1980, t h i s  f i g u r e  was 103 p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  g r a n t .  I n  o t h e r  
words ,  E n t i t l e m e n t  Commpnities were, on a v e r a g e ,  spending more funds  i n  1980 
t h a n  t h e y  r e c e i v e d  i n  t h a t  y e a r .  

S i n c e  CDBG e x p e n d i t u r e  rates are a n  i m p o r t a n t  program i s s u e ,  Chapter  5 S e c t i o n  
1 describes CDBG e x p e n d i t u r e  rates and p a t t e r n s  i n  de t a i l .  

CHARACTERISTICS OF CDBG GRANTS AND GRANTEES 

Number of G r a n t s  Awarded. The t o t a l  number of g r a n t s  awarded a n n u a l l y  under 
t h e  CDBG prognam h a s  remained f a i r l y  c o n s t a n t .  I n  FY1975, 3 ,259 g r a n t s  were 
awarded; a n d ,  i n  FY1979, 3 ,377  - g r a n t s  were appfoved. I n  1980, when Hold 
Harmless communities were phased o u t ,  there was a s i z e a b l e  d rop  i n  t h e  number 
of g r a n t s  from 3,377 t o  2 ,904 g r a n t s .  See Table  2-5. 

The o t h e r  two e n t i t l e m e n t  categories, Met roRol i t an  Ci t ies  and Urban Count ies ,  
have , d i s p l a y e d  small i n c r e a s e s  -s ince  t h e  i n c e p t i o n  of t h e  program. G r a n t s  to 
M e t r o p o l i t a n  E n t i t s e m e n t  Cities i n c r e a s e d  f'rom 508 i n  FY1975 t o  550 i n  FY1980 
and  Urban County g r a n t s  ' increased from 73 i n  FY1975 t o  84 i n  FY1980. 
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TABLE 2-5 

NUMBER OF CDBG APPROVED GRANTS BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR 

PROGRAM I FISCAL YEAR 

Entitlement 
Total 
Met ro  cities 
Urban countlw 
Hold harmless 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
NonMetro 

Secretary's Fund 

Financial Settlement 

Total 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

508 508 519 54 1 54 5 545 
73 75 70 81 84 84 

740 729 716 682 666 0 

1321 1312 1313 1304 1295 633 

1831 1979 2025 1603 1 @56 2065 
64 5 697 68 1 515 59 1 619 

1186 1282 1344 108b 1265 1446 

44 86 50 309 190 203 

63 77 43 35 36 2 

3259 3456 3431 3251 3311 2903 

ri 

Source U S Deparlmenl 0 1  Housing and Urban Developmenl Ollice 0 1  Finance and AccounlinF; and Cornmunil) 
Planning and Development Oltlce of Management. Data S y s l ~ r n s  and Slalislics Dlvtslon 

The number o f  approved g r a n t s  i n  t h e  Small C t i es  program has f l u c t u a t e d  
between 1600 and 2100 each y e a r .  Small communities e n t e r  and drop o u t  o f  t h i s  
program as p a r t i c u l a r  g r a n t s  are awarded o r  e x p i r e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  as some 
funds  p r e v i o u s l y  a l l o c a t e d  t o  Hold Harmless Cities have been s h i f t e d  i n t o  t h e  
Small Cities component, t h e  funds  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  Small Ci t ies  program have 
i n c r e a s e d .  

T h e  number o f  g r a n t s  d i s t r i b u t e d  through t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund has  a lso v a r i e d  
c o n s i d e r a b l y  from y e a r  t o  year .  The S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund i n c l u d e s  a v a r i e t y  o f  
programs di rected a t  s p e c i f i e d  communities (e .g . ,  New Communities, Land-based 
I n d i a n  Tr ibes ,  and Alaska N a t i v e  Villages) and f u n c t i o n s  (e .g . ,  t e c h n i c a l  
a s s i s t a n c e ,  disaster  re l i e f ,  areawide programs).  From FY1978 on ,  small g r a n t s  
t o  i n d i v i d u a l  I n d i a n  T r ibes  and t o  Alaskan N a t i v e  V i l l a g e s  c o n s t i t u t e d  t h e  
b u l k  o f  t h e  g r a n t s  approved from t h i s  s o u r c e  and a l s o  accounted for  most o f  
t h e  y e a r l y  v a r i a t i o n  i n  number of gnan ts .  

The F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t  Fund was e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  assist communities i n  t h e  
f i n a n c i a l  -de t t - l ement  and complet ion o f '  p r o j e c t s  and prognams assisted under  
t h e  c a t e g o r ' i c a l  programs t h a t  were te rmina ted  Mith t h e  advent  of' t h e  CDBG 
progmm. Consequent ly ,  as t h e  number o f - s u c h  commitments has d e c l i n e d ,  
h a v e  -the  number o f  F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t  g r a n t s ;  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e .  F i n a n c i a l  
S e t t l e m e n t  Fund underwent a n  $88 m i l l i o n  r e s c i s s i o n  i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r .  Only 
two g r a n t s  were g i v e n  o u t  i n  FY1980, both  f o r  s e t t l e m e n t  o f  urban renewal  
p r o j e c t s .  

A v e r a g e G r a n t  S i z e .  I n  Fy1980, t h e  average  e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t  t o  Metrop l i t a n  8 See Cities was a b o u t  $4.1 m i l l i o n  and t o  Urban Count ies  a b o u t  $5.4 m i l l i o n .  
T a b l e  2-6. The combined average  was $4.3 m i l l i o n .  However, i n  t h i s  case, a 
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few very large g r a n t s  d i s t o r t e d  t h e  "average" g r a n t  s i z e .  Only 136 o f  t h e  634 
e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t e e s  i n  FY1980 a c t u a l l y  received a g r a n t  l a r g e r  than t h e  
average.  O f  t h o s e ,  two had annual e n t i t l e m e n t s  l a r g e r  than  $100 m i l l i o n ;  
three rece ived  annual e n t i t l e m e n t s  of $50 t o  $100 m i l l i o n ;  8 rece ived  $25 t o  
$50 m i l l i o n ;  34 rece ived  $10-$25 m i l l i o n ;  and 89 rece ived  a t  least  t h e  
average g r a n t  amount but  less  than $10 mi l l i on .  The effect  o f  t h e  l a r g e  
g r a n t s  upon t h e  average i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  For example, i f  New York, which 
rece ived  $250,000,000 i n  1980, is omit ted from the  c a l c u l a t i o n s ,  t h e  average 
f a l l s  by approximately $500,000. Under these circumstances,  t h e  median o f f e r s  
a necessary  counterweight t o  mean - g m n t  s i z e .  I n  FY1980, t h e  median 
e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t  was $1,885,000. 

TABLE 2-6 

AVERAGE CDBG GRANT BY PROGRAM 

IN ACTUAL AND CONSTANT DOLLARS' 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Actual 
Constant 

Aclual 
Small Cities 

Conslant 

Secretary's Fund 

Conslant 
Aclual 

Financial Selllement 
Actual 
Canstshl 

FISCAL YEAR 

1475 1976 1977 w a  1979 ma0 

$1587 $1793 $2026 52135 $2108 $4293 
$1587 $ 1704 $1819 $1787 $1627 52757 

$141 $174 $216 $392 $433 $463 
$141 $165 $194 $328 $334 5297 

$614 $570 5 1000 $346 $518 $419 
$614 $542 $898 $290 $400 $269 

$794 $649 52326 52857 $2778 $7500 
$4808 $794 $617 $2088 $2391 $2144 

'The amounl in conslanl dollars i s  Calculaled liom Ihe GNP Dellalor using I975 dollars as Ihe base amOunl 

Source 1981 Economic Reporr o l  Ihe Presrdenr. GNP Implicit Price Dellalor. Table B 3 

S i z e  of Grantees .  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of a l l  CDBG program g r a n t  money by g ran t ee  
s i z e  fol lowed a U-shaped curve i n  1980, w i t h  t h e  l a r g e s t  and smallest g ran t ee  
c a t e g o r i e s  r ece iv ing .  -most of  t h e  funding-. Rec ip ien ts  wi th  populati .ons over  
500,000 rece ived  35 percent  of all Block Grant d o l l a r s .  Grantees  w i th  
popu la t i ons  less than  50,000 people  rece ived  29 percent  o f  all d o l l a r s .  Three 
other popula t ion  c a t e g o r i e s ,  50,000 t o  100,000, 100,000 t o  250,000, and 
250,000 t o  500,000 each were a l l o t t e d  between 11 and 13 percent  of the  CDBG 
funds . 
Recent t r e n d s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a larger p o r t i o n  o f  t o t a l  CDBG funding,  has been 
g o i n g ,  toward the  ,a rges t  g r a n t e e s ,  For t h e  first' three y e a r s  o f  t h e  program, 
j u s t  over  a q u a r t e r  of the  f u n d s  went t o  J u r i s d i c t i o n s  w i t h  popu la t i ons  over  
500,000. For  t h e  l as t  three y e a r s ,  the  same group rece ived  over  one- third of 
t o t a l  CDBG funding;. 
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I n  t h e  En t i t l emen t  program a s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t i n g  of funds between communities 
of  vary ingc ' s izes  has  occurred s i n c e  t h e  program was implemented. A s  t h e  
phasedown and phaseout p rov i s ions  of t h e  1974 Act have taken e f f e c t ,  t h e  
propor t ion  of  e n t i t l e m e n t  funds going t o  communities o f  less than 50,000 
persons ,  as was in t ended ,  has  dwindled from 21 percent  of  a l l  en t i t l emen t  
funds i n  t h e  first f iscal  year  t o  f o u r  percent  i n  t h e  l a s t .  (F igure  2-41 The 
largest  CDBG En t i t l emen t  Communities, those  w i t h  popula t ions  over 500,000, 
have appa ren t ly  been t h e  primary b e n e f i c i a r i e s  o f  t h e  phase- in and  t h e  d u a l  
formula p rov i s ions .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  propor t ion  o f  e n t i t l e m e n t  d o l l a r s  
a l l o t t e d  t o  communities w i t h  popula t ions  betveen 50,000 and 500,000 has 
remained ,cons tan t  over  t h e  l i f e  of  $ t h e  program. 

FIGURE 2-4 
DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT FUNDS 
BY GRANTEE POPULATION AND FISCAL YEAR 

1976 

1976 

1977 

1978 500.000+ 

1079 

1980 

250.000-600.000 

50.000-250.000 

UNDER 60.000 

I 1 . 1  I I I I I I I ! 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

PERCENT 

The a c t u a l  p ropor t i on  of  e n t i t l e m e n t  funds going , t o  t h e  largest g r a n t e e s  
c l imbed from 31 pe rcen t  t o  48 percent  from 1975 t o  1980. The a c c e l e r a t i o n  of  

. t h i s  -growth a f t e r  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  t h e  second formula i n  1977 suggests t h a t  
t h e  formula,  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  its emphasis on o l d e r  housing ( and  popula t ion  
d e c l i n e ,  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h i s  r e s u l t .  

Since- - t h e  number of  very l a r g e  CDBG g ran t ee s  has remained c o n s t a n t ,  t h e  
ave rage  g r a n t  rece ived  by each o f  these r e c i p i e n t s  has increased  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
wh i l e  t h e  average e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t  f o r  g r an t ee s  wi th  smaller popula t ions  
remained n e a r l y  c o n s t a n t  or a c t u a l l y  dec l ined  i n  some -years .  
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FIGURE 2-5 
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The above discussion detailed the amount of funds available to communities 
through the Community Development Block Grant Program. The next chapter will 
discuss how. grantees applied those funds toward meeting.nationa1 objectives 
and 1ocal.community development needs. 
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FOOTNOTES 

A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  are ac ts  o f  Congress which a l l o w  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  t o  i n c u r  
o b l i g a t i o n s  and a u t h o r i z e  t h e  Treasury  Department t o  make payments f o r  
s p e c i f i e d  purposes .  

Funds a re  a l located among .5nd iv idua l  u n i t s  o f  government. The method of 
a l 1 , o c a t i o n  v a r i e s  by progvam c a t e g o r y  and is d i s c u s s e d  later  i n  t h i s  
c h a p t e r .  

O b l i g a t i o n s  are c o n t r a c t s ,  purchase  o r d e r s ,  or any o t h e r  b ind ing  
commitments made by F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  u l t i m a t e l y  t o  pay o u t  money f o r  
p r o d u c t s ,  s e r v i c e s ,  or  f o r  o t h e r  p u r p o s e .  

Chap te r  5- S e c t i o n  1 w i l l  a n a l y z e  e x p e n d i t u r e  ra tes  i n  t h e  Block Gran t  
progam, and e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  p o r t i o n  of t h a t  program, i n  much. 
greater  d e t a i l .  

Urban Count ies  must have a t  l eas t  a p o p u l a t i o n  of 200,000 o u t s i d e  of 
j u r i s d i c t i o n s  r e c e i v i n g  e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t s  t o  q u a l i f y  f o r  e n t i t l e m e n t  
s t a t u s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  any community w i t h  a p o p u l a t i o n  of 50,000 o r  
more is a u t o m a t i c a l l y  e l i g i b l e  f o r  m e t r o p o l i t a n  c i t y  s t a t u s .  I t ,  
t h e r e f o r e ,  is  not  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  t h e  Urban County f i g u r e  i s  h ighe r .  
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CHAPTER 3: CDBG TRENDS AND PATTERNS: 
F U N D I N G  OBJECTIVES, ACTIVITIES,  AND PURPOSES 

OVERVIEW 

The purpose of  t h i s  chap te r  is  t o  describe and analyze c u r r e n t  p a t t e r n s  and 
r e c e n t  t r e n d s  i n  CDBG.funding p r i o r i t i e s .  CDBG funding is analyzed a t  t h e  
n a t i o n a l ,  c i t y ,  and census t rac t  l e v e I s .  A t  t h e  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  it is 
analyzed a long  three dimensions--funding I i n  suppor t  of the  n a t i o n a l  
o b j e c t i v e ,  component a c € i v i t y  groups,  and l o c a l  program purposes.  A t  t h e  
c i t y  and census tract- l e v e l s ,  a n a l y s i s  is confined t o  local progpam purposes 
and a c t i v i t y  groups. The o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  the1 stated n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  the  
Act; t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  are t h e  s p e c i f i c  a c t i o n s  undertaken by g r a n t e e s  t o  achieve 
t h e  s t a t u t o r y  o b j e c t i v e s ;  and t h e  purposes describe how t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  are 
related t o  l o c a l  needs and goa l s .  

The c h a p t e r  is  d iv ided  i n t o  two s e c t i o n s .  The first s e c t i o n  describes the  
n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s ,  l o c a l  progr-am purposes ,  and component a c t i v i t y  groups and 
t h e  nat ionwide CDBG funding a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  each of  those .  The second s e c t i o n  
examines the  t ypes  o f  c i t i e s  emphasizing the  va r ious  purposes and a c t i v i t i e s  
and the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  b e n e f i t s  w i th in  these c i t i e s .  The data used i n  t h e  
a n a l y s i s  were, f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  t aken  from the  a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  200 
En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  i n  t h e  CDBG eva lua t ion  sample descr ibed i n  t h e  
Methodological Appendix. A l l  data have been weighted t o  reflect p ro j ec t ed  
n a t i o n a l  l e v e l s .  I n  those  i n s t a n c e s  where d i f f e r e n t  data sources  have been 
used,  t h e  source  has been noted. 

O v e r a l l ,  l o c a l  CDBG programs are addressingCJthe range of  n a t i o n a l  program 
o b j e c t i v e s  a l though not  a l l  communities have e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  same 
p r i o r i t i e s .  - A  large. propor t ion  of  CDBG funds are being-'-spent t o  rehabilitate 
and expand hous ing(  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and most funds are budgeted t o  p r o j e c t s  
l o c a t e d  i n  areas which b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income families. Areas wi th  
a high minor i ty  concen t r a t i on  are als-o r ece iv ing ,  a r e l a t i v e l y  large share o f  
CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds; 

E i g h t -  o f  t h e  nine1 CDBG o b j e c t i v e s  d i scussed  i n  Chapter 1 e x i s t e d  i n  980. O f  
these eight o p e r a t i o n a l  t ~ b j e c t i v e s ,  Urban Counties and Small Ci t ies  g i v e  t h e  
most emphasis t o  t h e  1 e l imina t ion  o f  *cond i t i ons  de t r imen ta l  t o  hea l th ,  safety,  
and p u b l i c  welfare (as measured by t h e  share of funds budgeted t o  a c t i v i t i e s  
a d d r e s s i n g  t h a t  o b j e c t i v e ) ,  w h i l e  En t i t l emen t  Cities emphasize . conse rva t ion  
and expansion of t h e  n a t i o n ' s  hous ing -s t ock .  

The c h a p t e r  a l s o  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  major purposes of  l o c a l  Block Grant programs 
and relates CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  t o  these purposes.  Progr-am funds are devoted,  i n  
large. p a r t ,  t o  two ac t iv i t i es- - neighborhood publ ic  works and housing 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n .  These planned expendi tures  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  most heav i ly  
emphasized CDBG purpose is  the  conserva t ion  and expansion of  t h e  housing 
s tock .  

With rega-rd t o  planned CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  i n  1980, as had been the  case i n  
prev ious  y e a r s ,  a l l  Ent i t l ement  Cities emnhasized housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and 
p u b l i c  works w i t h  CDBG funds.  However, l a r g e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  Ent i t l ement  
Cities l o s i n g  popula t ion  and distressed Ent i t l ement  Cities placed greater 
emphasis on housing . r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  than d i d  t h e  o t h e r  c i t i e s .  These 
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communities a l s o  budgeted a s i g n i f i c a n t  share of CDBG funds f o r  t h e  p rov i s ion  
of  publ ic  s e r v i c e s .  Smaller  Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  and wowing suburban 
communities, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, emphasized pub l i c  works over r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
and also devoted a larger share of  t h e i r  funds t o  parks  and open spaces. I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  the  larger d i s t r e s s e d  c i t i e s  were more l i k e l y  than smaller, less- 
distressed Ent i t l ement  Cities t o  emphasize economic development. 

Low- and moderate-income pe r sons . con t inue  t o  be- t h e  p r i n c i p a l  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  of 
the  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  program. I n  Entit3ement Ci t ies ,  between 1978 and 1980, 
planned expendi tures  i n  low- and moderate-income census t r a c t s -  increased  from 
58 percent  t o  62 percent  o f  a v a i l a b l e  program funds. The l a r g e r  En t i t l emen t  
Cities and distressed c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  devoted a h ighe r  percentage of  program 
funds t o  low- and moderate-income areas than smaller Ent i t l ement  and non- 
distressed c i t i e s .  

The most d is t ressed neighborhoods wi th in  En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  were t a r g e t e d  t o  
r ece ive  almost  60 percent  o f  t h e  planned expendi tures  i n  these c i t ies .  Once 
a g a i n ,  d i s t r e s s e d  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  spend a larger percentage of  program funds i n  
distressed neighborhoods than do t h e i r  less distressed coun te rpa r t s .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  i n  a l l  En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies ,  those  dis t ressed neighborhoods w i t h  a 
h i g h  minor i ty  popula t ion  received a l a r g e r  r e l a t i v e  share of  CDBG funds t han  
those  neighborhoods w i t h  low minor i ty  populat ions.  

1980 CDBG PLANNED EXPENDITURES: NATIONAL PATTERNS 

The pu rpose -o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  is t o  descr ibe  planned 1980 CDBG expendi tures  a t  
t h e  n a t i o n a l  level -.  The f u n d i n g , , f o r  t h e  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  is presen ted  
first,  followed by f u n d i n g -f o r  l o c a l  prognam purposes and component a c t i v i t y  
groups. The funding f o r  the ob j ec t i vds ;  purposes.; and a c t i v i t y  groups were 
drawn from t h e  budget l i n e s  i n  the  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s  and are explained i n  
d e t a i l  i n  S e c t i o n s  3-5 o f  t h e  Methodological Appendix. Where data were 
avai labt le ,  comparisons are 'Shown between Urban Coun t i e s ,  Small Cities, and 
En t i t l emen t  C i t i e s ,  In  such casBs, t h e  data are drawn from t h e  un iverse  of  
each category.  However, t h e  d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  of budgeted funds is, confined 
t o  t h e  En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies ;  I n  t h i s  analysi 's;  data are  drawn from t h e  200 c i t y  
CDBG eva lua t ion  sampge and are weighted t o  describe t h e  un iverse  of  
En t i t l emen t  Cities. 

P rog re s s  Toward Nat iona l  Objec t ives .  The Housing an Community Development 
Act,  as amended i n  1980, l ists n ine  program o b j e c t i v e s :  (3 
1.  The e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  slums and b l i g h t ;  
2. The e l imina t ion  o f  cond i t i ons  which are de t r imen ta l  t o  h e a l t h ,  s a f e t y ,  

3. The conserva t ion  and expansion of  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  housing s tock ;  
4. The expansion and improvement of  t he  q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  of community 

5. A more r a t i o n a l  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  land and o t h e r  n a t u r a l  r e sou rces ;  
6. The r educ t ion  o f  t h e  i s o l a t i o n  of  income groups wi th in  communities and 

7. The r e s t o r a t i o n  and p re se rva t ion  of p r o p e r t i e s  of special  va lue  f o r  

and pub l i c  welfare; 

s e r v i c e s  ; 

geographical areas; 

h i s t o r i c ,  a r c h i t e c t u r a l ,  o r  es thet ic  reasons ;  
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9 .  

The a l l e v i a t i o n  o f  p h y s i c a l  and economic distress th rough  t h e  s t i m u l a t i o n  
o f  p r i v a t e  inv.estment and community r e v i t a l i z a t i o n ;  and 
The c o n s e r v a t i o n  and expans ion  of t h e  n a t i o n ’ s  scarce energy  r e s o u r c e s ,  

O v e r a l l ,  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f u n d i n g  f u r  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  v a r i e s  somawhat among 
t h e  th ree  t y p e s  of grantees- -Urban Count ies ;  Small Cities, and E n t i t l e m e n t  
C i t i e ~ . ~  ’ Table 3-1 shows t h a t  a l l  three t y p e s  of r e c i p i e n t s  a l l o c a t e d  t h e  
largest  p o r t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  b lock  g r a n t  funds f o r  two n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s- - t h e  
e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  d e t r i m e n t a l  o o n d i t i o n s  and c o n s e r v a t i o n  and expans ion  of t h e  
hous ing  *stock.  E l i m i n a t i o n  o f  d e t r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  r e c e i v e d  t h e  heaviest 
emphasis  from Urban Count ies  and Small Cities,  w h i l e  c o n s e r v a t i o n  and 
e x p a n s i o n  of t h e  housing stock was the  o b j e c t i v e  r e c e i v i n g  greates t  emphasis 
from E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities. E l i m i n a t i o n  of d e t r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  was t h e  second 
most  emphasized o b j e c t i v e  by E n t i t l e m e n t  Ci t ies ,  and housing c o n s e r v a t i o n  and 
expans ion  was second f o r  Small Ci t ies  and Urban Count ies .  The t h i r d  l a rges t  
p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Smal l  Cities and E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities funds  went f o r  t h e  
e l i m i n a t i o n  of slums and b l i g h t ,  while  Urban Count ies  emphasized t h e  more 
r a t i o n a l  u s e  of l a n d .  Fur the rmore ,  w i t h  few e x c e p t i o n s ,  a l l  three  r e c i p i e n t  
g r o u p s  a l l o t t e d  less t h a n  12 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e i r  funds  t o  each o f  t h e  remain ing  
o b j e c t i v e s .  

TABLE 3.1 

PLANNED SPENDING TOWARD NATIONAL OBJECTIVES, 1979 AND 1980 

BY PROGRAM 
(Dollars In Millions) 

m . 0 ~  m . 4 ~  2 7 . 5 ~  =.a% 35.7% w . 2 ~  31.1% 33.3% 32.2~. 

6OH 5.7% 58% 22% 10% ) O H  110% 108% 108% 

3.2% 3.2~. 3 2 ~ .  18% 2 1% 2.0% SOY. ern S ~ * A  

a*/# 5% a% .l% .l% .1H .7% .I% .I% 

1001% 1002% 1000% 1001’h 1001Y. 1001% 1000% 898% 1000% 
$4120 $4500 $8820 u)(HO $9560 $11600 $19741 S20R62 $40603 



There are s imilari t ies  i n  t h e  percentage o f  funds a l l o c a t e d  t o  n a t i o n a l  
o b j e c t i v e s  by Urban Counties  and Small Cities. I n  both 1979 and 1980, Small 
Ci t ies  spent  over one- third o f  their  funds t o  e l i m i n a t e  de t r imen ta l  cond i t i ons  
w i t h  a small i n c r e a s e  i n  1980. Urban Counties  a l s o  budgeted comparable 
percentages  o f  funds toward t h e  e l imina t ion  of de t r imen ta l  cond i t i ons  i n  t hose  
years. Both groups a l s o  budgeted a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount o f  funds toward 
conserva t ion  and expansion of  t h e  housing s tock  i n  both years .  Only l i m i t e d  
funding, however, was devoted t o  t h e  o the r  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s .  

Ent i t l ement  Cities,  on t h e  o the r  hand, d i f f e r e d  from t h e  Small Cities and 
Urban Counties  i n  t h a t  they  budgeted only one- quarter o f  1979 and 1980 funds 
t o  e l imina t ing  d e t r i m e n t a l  cond i t i ons .  They a l s o  budgeted a much larger share 
of  funds f o r  t h e  expansion and improvement o f  community s e r v i c e s  and s l i g h t l y  
more for economic development. 

Trends i n  Component A c t i v i t i e s .  Program a c t i v i t i e s  are t h e  s p e c i f i c  
components of  p r o j e c t s  undertaken w i t h  CDBG funds and correspond t o  t h e  budget 
l i n e  items l i s t ed  i n  the  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  c i t i e s  use t o  r e p o r t  t he i r  
planned expendi tures .  For a n a l y t i c a l  purposes,  these a c t i v i t i e s  are co l l apsed  
i n t o  s i x  major groupings:  

1. Acqu i s i t i on ,  Demolit ion, and Related A c t i v i t i e s ;  
2. Publ ic  Works; 
3. 
4. Open Spaces and Parks;  
5. Pub l i c  S e r v i c e s ;  and 
6. Pub l i c  F a c i l i t i e s .  

Housing R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and Related A c t i v i t i e s ;  

The groupings are designed t o  br ing  toge the r  i n d i v i d u a l  p r o j e c t s  and 
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  are similar. For example, housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and code 
enforcement are f r e q u e n t l y  carried ou t  i n  tandem and, t h e r e f o r e ,  are grouped 
toge the r .  Table  3-2 shows t h a t  i n  1979 and 1980 a l l  three types  of  CDBG 
r e c i p i e n t s  planned t o  spend the g r e a t e s t  po r t i on  o f  t h e i r  block g r a n t  funds on 
two a c t i v i t i e s - -  p u b l i c  works and housing r ehab i l i t a t i on- - wi th  pub l i c  works 
being e s p e c i a l l y  predominant i n  Urban Counties and Small Cities. For these 
g r a n t e e s ,  t h e  r e l a t i v e  amount o f  planned expendi tures  f o r  p u b l i c  works 
decreased only  s l i g h t l y  from one year  t o  t h e  nex t  whi le  spending f o r  housing 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i nc reased  by a somewhat g r e a t e r  amount. 
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TABLE 3-2 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDG €TED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND PROGRAM 
(Dollars in Millions) 

M W R A M  

imn rd imo 
thbm cawha km C H h  EncnMnl cnha 

lm 1- fotd W7# 1- told t m  1- lotd 

42.0% 40.3% 41.5% 45.3% 43.1% 44.2% 28.0% a,?% 28 1% 

m.3% 30.5% 28.4% 32.8% 3 . 1 %  34.5% 32 4% 34.5% 35.5% 

12.1% 13.7% 12.9% 15.2% 14.6% 14.0% 19.2% 17.1% 16.2% 

2.6% 2.2% 2.4% 3% 3% 3% 108% 10.6% 10.7% 

112% 8 . 7 ~  0.9% 4 .5~ .  4.2% 4 . 4 ~  a .8~ .  7.1% 7.0% 

8.3% 4 1 %  50% 1.11% 1.7% 1.7% 5.0% 4.2% 4.8% 

$412.0 $450.0 sO2.0 SOD40 $9560 SlW.0 $1974.1 $10882 UDbO3 
1000% 100 0% 100 1% 1000% IWJ 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 0% 100 O X  

I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  two t y p e s  o f  r e c i p i e n t s  j u s t  d i s c u s s e d ,  En t i t - l ement  Cities 
s p e n t  a larger  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  f u n d s  on housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  t h a n  on p u b l i c  
works i n  b o t h  y e a r s .  Two o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a c q u i s - i t i o n  and d e m o l i t i o n ,  and 
p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  r e c e i v e d  h igher  p e r c e n t a g e s  of  E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities" funds  t h a n  
e i t h e r  Urban C o u n t i e s  o r  Small Cities devoted t o  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s .  
C o n s i d e r i n g  o n l y  t h e  planned e x p e n d i t u r e s  i n  E n t i t l e m e n t  Ci t ies ;  Table 3-3 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  whi le  among- ' E n t i t l e m e n t  C i t i e s  some a c t i v i t y  g roups  g a i n e d  
f u n d i n g  .and o t h e r s  l o s t  funding from 1979 t o  1980,  none o f  t h e  changes  were 
dramatic. Planned fund ing  . for  a c q u i s i t i o n  and d e m o l i t i o n  and open s p a c e s  and 
p a r k s  decreased w h i l e  fund ing  i n c r e a s e d  f o r  housing r e h a b i l i a t i o n ,  p u b l i c  
works ,  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s ,  and p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  t h o s e  two y e a r s .  Only 
p lanned  e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i n c r e a s e d  i n  e a c h  of t h e  three  years. 
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TABLE S3 
AWNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED ' 

BY ENTITLEMENT CITIES 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP AND YEAR 
(Dollars In Millions) 

WlT)(mAL 

lWb1- 

s m 3  
27.2% 

s1m 5 
31 an 

S l a m  3 
17 o n  

11 2n 
mm o 

& w e  
7 8% 

u n 5  
4 7n 

859883 
l a ,  OK 
100 0% 

$553 7 
29 0% 

SSll 7 
26.8% 

$375 7 
170% 

$133 6 
12 5% 

sin4 4 
9 7% 

s!n 0 
5 0% 

s 1 m  ? 
lfm 0% 
37 0% 

$ 5 1  3 
76 7% 

w39 4 $718 9 
32 4% 34 5% 

urn 2 
19.2% 

$912 4 
10 en 

S133 3 
6 8% 

$97 S 
4 9% 

$19759 
ion ov. 
33 I %  

tssa 9 
11.1% 

S2199 
I 0  5% 

$147.2 
7 1% 

s8T 0 
4 2% 

Emphasis on Program Purposes. T h i s  r e p o r t  a l s o  examines t h e  l o c a l  CDBG 
program purposes  of Ent i t l ement  Cities .'I Local program purposes r e p r e s e n t  t h e  
intended results of t h e  CDBG program. They are t h e  basic reasons  why t h e  
a c t i v i t i e s  are  undertaken and are thus  broader  than t h e  s p e c i f i c  de ta i l ed  
p r o g m  a c t i v i t i e s .  F ive  purposes of l o c a l  CDBG programs have been 
i d e n t i f i e d .  They are: 

1. 
2. Neighborhood P re se rva t ion ;  
3 .  Provis ion  of S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s ;  
4. Economic Development; and 
5. 

Conservation and Expansion of t h e  Housing S tock;  

General P u b l i c  Improvements and Se rv i ce s .  

Table  3-4 shows t h a t  t h e  largest po r t i on  of Ent i t l ement  Ci ty  funds was devoted 
t o  one purpose-- the conserva t ion  and expansion o f  the  housing s tock .  Another 
sizeable p o r t i o n  was budgeted t o  neighborhood conse rva t ion ,  w h i l e  t h e  
remaining purposes-- general pub l i c  improvements, s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  and economic 
development-- received less emphasis. 
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TABLE 3-4 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY ENTITLEMENT ClTlES 

BY PROGRAM PURPOSE AND ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars In Millions) 
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((Q 

m 1 . 1  
42.3% 

%% 

t l e l . 8  
13.5% 

U 1 5  8 
I0 3% 

$198 4 s 4% 

~ o s 4  1 
loo 0% 
1m O H  

ACTMTV OlOUC 

)(.rrh 
khmb 
W D 1 . d  

-1 3 
92 2% 

815 8 
2 2% 

$1 I 
1 0% 

$11 2 
16% 

822 I 
3 1% 

$111 5 
100 n a  
34 4 %  

MHC 
W d .  

$88 
15% 

rmz 8 
4? ?% 

$151 5 m 3% 

$68 
1.2% 

$120 5 
21 I %  

$556 ? 
itn n a  
36 I% 

%T 
kmdltlsn 

$158 1 
43 8% 

$I? 0 
21.6% 

$67 9 
19 1% 

$ 6 4  
I 8% 

$48 6 
I 3  I% 

$a% 0 
iw no+ 

I I I v. 

1- 

Mlk 

V 4  2 
$1 on 

$31.1 
11.1% 

$1 9 
3 8% 

$140 1 
68 9% 

835 
18% 

$220 0 
Ion 0% 

M(lc 
FUIlllk 

831 4 
21.3W 

$5) 5 
39 1% 

$14 8 
to 1% 

$42 2 
m 1% 

SI 3 
0 9% 

$147 2 
inn no'. 

in fiv. ? I.'. 

- *.@ 8 
Pb. 

SO1 
0.1% 

$57 8 
66 4% 

$26 5 
30 5% 

$2 j 
2 8% 

0 3  
0 3% 

I n ?  0 
tm 0". 

4 7 %  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between l o c a l  program purposes and component a c t i v i t i e s  is a t  
two l e v e l s .  F i r s t ,  a s i n g l e  component a c t i v i t y  can se rve  a v a r i e t y  of  
purposes.  For examph,  a c q u i s i t i o n  as an a c t i v i t y  has been used t o  r e p o r t  
both s t r u c t u r e s  acqui red  f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and s t r u c t u r e s  acqui red  t o  
demolish for a p a r k i n g . l o t .  I n  t h e  first i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  a c t i v i t y  
would be for  t h e  purpose of neighborhood conserva t ion ,  and t h e  second would be 
f o r  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c  improvments. It is important t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  among purposes 
being addressed by t h e  v a r i o u s  CDBG a c t i v i t i e s .  Second, j u s t  as a s i n g l e  
a c t i v i t y  group can c o n t r i b u t e  t o  more than  one purpose, a v a r i e t y  o f  a c t i v i t y  
groups  can  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  same purpose. For example, l o c a l  e f f o r t s  t o  
conserve and expand t h e  housing s tock  can be made up o f  a c q u i s i t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  
( t o  purchase bu i ld ings  f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ) ,  d i s p o s i t i o n  c o s t s  ( t o  s e l l  t h e  
acqu i r ed  p rope r ty  t o  c i t i z e n s ) ,  and p r i v a t e  proper ty  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  ( l oans  and 
g r a n t s  t o  p rope r ty  owners). C lea r ly ,  t o  g ra sp  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which a community 
was funding  p r o j e c t s  t o  conserve and expand t h e  housing s t o c k ,  a l l  three of 
these a c t i v i t i e s  would have t o  be considered.  I n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of purposes  
both d i s t i n c t i o n s  were made. 

40 



Overa l l ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  and l o c a l  program purposes  
vary s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  Some a c t i v i t i e s  con t r ibu t ed  p r i n c i p a l l y  t o  only one 
purpose. For example, over  90 pe rcen t  of  t h e  funds f o r  h o u s i n g . r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
were devoted t o  conserva t ion  and expansion of the  housing s tock ,  and two- 
t h i r d s  of  t h e  funds f o r  open spaces  and parks  were intended f o r  neighborhood 
conserva t ion .  Other  a c t i v i t i e s  were more evenly divided among s e v e r a l  
purposes.  Approximately 40 percent  o f  t h e  funding f o r  pub l i c  f ac i l i t i e s  was 
directed t o  neighborhood conserva t ion ,  30 percent  t o  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  and 20 
percent  t o  t h e  conserva t ion  and expansion of  t h e  housing s tock .  O f  t h e  funds 
devoted t o  a c q u i s i t i o n  and demol i t ion ,  about  40 percent  went t o  housing s tock  
conserva t ion  and 20 percent  each went t o  gene ra l  pub l i c  improvements and 
neighborhood conserva t ion .  

C I T Y  CHAKACTERISTICS -AND FUNDING VARIATION.  

The n a t i o n a l  RqCterns and t r e n d s  d i scussed  above d i f f e r  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  c i t ies .  
Th i s  s e c t i o n  examines the d i f f e r e n t  emphasis k h a t  Ent i t l ement  Cities wi th  
d i f f e r i n g  .characteristics g5ve t o  the i r  CDBG prognams. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  funding 
devoted t o  t h e - s i x  major a c t i v i t y  groups,  * the  f i v e  l o c a l  Drogram purposes ,  and 
t o  p r o j e c t s  which benefit low- and moderate-income persons w i l l  be 
described.  Funding p a t t e r n s  are examined with r e s p e c t  t o  s i x  community 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  1976 popula t ion ;  met ropol i tan  s t a t u s ;  urban distress; 
popula t ion  c h a n g q  p w c e n t  minor i ty  popula t ion ;  and CDBG g r a n t  - s i ze .  The data 
used i n  this a n a l y s i s  are taken from 1978, 1979, and 1980 CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s  
f o r  Ent i t l ement  Cities- i n  t h e  CDBG eva lua t ion  sample. However, time- t r e n d s  
are not  r epo r t ed  u n l e s s  there are s i g n f i c a n t  changes from t h o s a  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  
t h e  F i f t h  Annual Community Development Block Grant Report. 

Funding -of  CDBG A c t i v i t i e s .  I n  an examination o f  funding . a c t i v i t y  groups one 
f i n d i n g  is evident- - the CDBG program is p r imar i l y  a r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and 
phys ica l  development propam.  On average ,  Ent i t l ement  Cities a l l o c a t e  t h e  
ma jo r i t y  of  t h e i r  funds,  60 pe rcen t ,  t o  t h e  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of  p r i v a t e  proper ty  
and t o  p u b l i c  works a c t i v i t i e s .  A l l  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  account f o r  a far  
smaller share o f  t h e  CDBG funds.  O f  t he  remaining a c t i v i t i e s ,  on ly  two, 
a c q u i s i t i o n  and demol i t ion  and pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  r ece ive  more than 10 percent  o f  
CDBG funds.  

Among t h e  En t i t l emen t  Cities t h e r e  are two c o n t r a s t i n g  funding p a t t e r n s  
p re sen t .  These p a t t e r n s  are i n d i c a t i v e  o f  both t h e  degree t o  which 
En t i t l emen t  Cities are budgeting CDBG funds t o  address gene ra l  needs and the  
f l e x i b i l i t y  p r e s e n t  i n  the  c u r r e n t  block g r a n t  s t r u c t u r e .  The first p a t t e r n  
i s - f o u n d  among- 3arge. c i t i es ,  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  c i t ies  w i th  dec l in ing  popula t ion ,  
and c i t i e s  w i t h  t h e  highest  l e v e l s  o f  distress. These Ent i t l ement  Cities tend  
t o  emphasize housing- r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  over  pub l i c  works by margins of  6 t o  11 
percentage p o i n t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  un l ike  the  o t h e r  Ent i t l ement  Cities,  t h i s  
group a l s o  budgets  a s i g n i f i c a n t  share of  the- CDBG funds,  g e n e r a l l y  about 15 
perdent ,  t o  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s .  Ins c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  least distressed Ent i t l ement  
C i t i e s ,  cities l o c a t e d  i n  the  suburbs,  and those,  t f i th  i nc reas ing  populat ions;  
emphasize pub l i c  works mure than r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  gene ra l l y  by 6 t o  12 
percentage  po in t s .  They a l s o  fund fewer pub l i c  services but more parks  and 
open space and p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  than the  first grroup. These, l a s t  two 
a c t i v i t i e s  account  f o r  over  16 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  planned expendi tures  o f  t h e  
least dis t ressed En t i t l emen t  Cit ies comnqred t o  on ly  10 percent  f o r  the  most 
distressed. 
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Housing Rehab i l i t a t i on .  Ove ra l l ,  housing- r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  c o n t i n u e s  t o  be t h e  
most heavi ly  funded a c t i v i t y  among. CDBG Ent i t l ement  Cities. Although a l l  
t y p e s  of Ent i t l ement  Cities undertake r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  t h e  most distressed 
c i t i e s  and those  l o s i n g  popula t ion  tend t o  emphasize r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  t o  a 
greater  e x t e n t  than do t h e  non- distressed and growing cities. See F igure  3- 
1. Di f fe rences  are a l s o  found between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and suburban 
c ommun i t ies  . Cent ra l  c i t i e s  a l l o c a t e  35 percent  o f  t h e i r  funds t o  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  while  suburban Ent i t l ement  Cities a l l o c a t e  29 percent .  The 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c i t y  s i z e  and emphasis on r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  however, i s  
c u r v i l i n e a r .  Both t h e  smallest and largest Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  devote more 
funds t o  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  than  do the i r  medium-sized coun te rpa r t s .  

lo 
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While En t i t l emen t  Cities of a l l  typeB'increased t h e i r . e m p h a s i s  on housing 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  on ly  s l i g h t l y  between 1979 and 1980, one - ca tegory  of c i ty  
showed a more - s u b s t a n t i a l  i nc reasec  Cities w i t h  i n c r e a s i n g  popula t ions  
planned t o  spend 23 percent  of t h e i r  1979 program funds on r e h a b i l i t a t i o n .  By 
1980, t h i s  f i g u r e  had inc reased  t o  28 .percent--a .ga in  of 5 percentage  po in ts .  
Thus, the  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  percentge of funds devoted t o  housing . r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
between growing c i t i es  and t h o s e  l o s i n g  populat ion is narrowing. 



P u b l i c  Works. The t y p e s  of E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities t h a t  have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  
directed t h e  h i g h e s t  p e r c e n t a g e  of program funds  t o  p u b l i c  works, t h e  second 
most h e a v i l y  funded a c t i v i t y ,  are the  smallest E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities and c i t i e s  
showing s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e s  i n  popula t ion .  They also tend  t o  be suburban 
communities and c i t i e s  w i t h  low l e v e l s  o f  distress. F i g u r e  3-2 shows t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between p u b l i c  works funding and these character is t ics .  The 
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  emphasis based on p o p u l s t i o n  growth character is t ics  is 
s u b s t a n t i a l .  Communities wi th  d e c l i n i n g  p o p u l a t i o n s  and those w i t h  t h e  
h ighes t  l e v e l s  of distress devoted 10 p e r c e n t  less of their  CDBG funds  t o  
p u b l i c  works t h a n  d i d  t h o s e  a t  t h e  o p p o s i t e  end of t h e  continuum. As migh t  be 
e x p e c t e d ,  these d i f f e r e n c e s  are also character is t ic  of a c e n t r a l  c i t y / s u b u r b a n  
d i s t i n c t i o n .  Central c i t i e s  a l l o c a t e  26 p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  funds  t o  p u b l i c  
works  while  suburban communities a l locate  33 p e r c e n t .  

10 

D i f f e r e n c e s  i n  emphasis on p u b l i c  works based on a c t u a l  o i t y  s i z e ,  however, 
o c c u r  o n l y  between t h e  smallest E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities and c i t i e s  o v e r  100,000, 
The smaller E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities spend 34 p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  funds  on p u b l i c  
works,  w h i l e  t h e  remaining \ c i t i e s ;  regardless of p o p u l a t i o n ,  a l l  spend 
approx imate ly  20 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e i r  f u n d s  on t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  
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A c q u i s i t i o n  and Demoli t ion.  The F i f t h  Annual Community Development Block 
G r a n t  Report i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a c q u i s i t i o n  and d e m o l i t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  were carried 
o n  t o  a greater e x t e n t  by o l d e r  E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities and those w i t h  p r i o r  
categorical e x p e r i e n c e  d u r i n g  t h e  first f i v e  program y e a r s .  By 1980, these  
d i f f e r e n c e s  had d i s a p p e a r e d .  Funds allocated f o r  these a c t i v i t i e s  had l e v e l e d  
t o  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  the  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  
f u n d s  allocated t o  a c q u i s i t i o n  and d e m o l i t i o n  based on c i t y  characteristics. 

P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s .  O v e r a l l ,  t h e  t r e n d s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  p r e v i o u s  a n n u a l  r e p o r t s  
r e g a r d i n g  . annua l ly  d e c r e a s i n g  funds  budgeted f o r  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  c o n t i n u e d  i n  
1980. The t o t a l  s h a r e  of CDBG f u n d s  go ing  t o  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  i n  E n t i t l e m e n t  
Cities decreased t o  10.6 p e r c e n t .  A s  i n  p r e v i o u s  y e a r s ,  E n t i t l e m e n t  Ci t ies  
w i t h  t h e  greatest  p o p u l a t i o n  loss ,  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  and distressed c i t i es  a l l  
emphasized p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  spend ing .  more t h a n  t h e  other c i t ies .  With r e s p e c t  
t o  p o p u l a t i o n ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  is somewhat c u r v i l i n e a r .  The largest c i t i e s  
s p e n d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more o f  t h e i r  CDBG budget on p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  t h a n  do 
smaller E n t i t l m e n t  Communities and bo th  spend mure t h a n  t h e  medium . s i z e  
c i t i e s .  See F i g u r e  3-3. 
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Publ ic  F a c i l i t i e s .  Publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as s e n i o r  c i t i z e n  
c e n t e r s  and f i re  s t a t i o n s ,  a l s o  r ece ive  a r e l a t i v e l y  small percentage  of CDBG 
program funds. Furthermore, t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  types  o f  
Ent i t l ement  Cities planning expendi tures  f o r  pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  w i t h  Block 
Grant funds a l though there is a s l i g h t  tendency f o r  the  non- dis t ressed  
suburban communities t o  emphasize t h i s  a c t i v i t y .  

Open Space and Parks.  Of t h e  seven major a c t i v i t y  groups,  open space  and 
parks  p r o j e c t s  r e c e i v e  t h e  smallest percentage of CDBG funds. I n  1980, only 4 
percent  o f  a l l  CDBG funds i n  Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  were budgeted for th-” 
a c t i v i t y .  Never the less ,  r e l a t i v e l y  small b u t  gmwing-suburban Ent i t l emen,  
Cities devote  e ight  percent  o r  roughly twice t h e  average percentage o f  funds 
t o  open spaces  and parks  as do the  larger c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  t h a t  are l o s i n g  
popula t ion .  

Local  Program Purpq~sea- and C i t y  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Another way t o  examine t h e  
focus  o f  the  CDBG program is th rmgh  an a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  purposes t h a t  v a r i o u s  
Ent i t l ement  Cities emphasize. An a n a l y s i s  o f  funding by l o c a l  purposes- 
d i f f e r s  from an a n a l y s i s  by ac t iv i t ies  i n  t h a t  a c t i v i t i e s  describe what was 
funded w h i l e  purposes  reflect why t h a t  funding .was undertaken. This  s e c t i o n  
examines the  e x t e n t  t o  which va r ious  Ent i t l ement  Cit ies  emphasize t h e  f i v e  
d i f f e r e n t  purposes.  

I n  t h e  prev ious  s e c t i o n  i t  was shown t h a t  specific c a t e g o r i e s  of En t i t l emen t  
Cities emphasize p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i v i t i e s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  communities a l s o  pursue 
d i f f e r e n t  purposes i n  t h e i r  CDBG program. I n  g e n e r a l ,  large En t i t l emen t  
Cities,  distressed c i t i e s ,  c i t i e s  l o s i n g  popula t ion ,  and cit ies r ece iv ing  high 
l e v e l s  o f  funding are those  t h a t  budget a larger share of t h e i r  funds for 
p r e s e r v i n g .  and expanding t h e  housing s t o c k ,  p rovid ing  publ ic  s e r v i c e s ,  and 
s t i m u l a t i n g  economic development than do o t h e r  types  of  c i t i e s .  They a l s o  
devote  smaller p o r t i o n s  t o  neighborhood conserva t ion  and gene ra l  improvements 
t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  t ypes  of  c i t ies .  Furthermore, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  are q u i t e  
l i n e a r .  For example, t h e  more distressed t h e  c i t y ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  t h a t  
housing;. social s e r v i c e s ,  and economic development w i l l  be funded. 

While the g e n e r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  d i scussed  above are i d e n t i f i a b l e ,  there are 
some s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a t i o n s .  For example, c i t i e s  rece iv ing‘  t h e  smallest 
en t i t l emen t  g r a n t s  and c i t i e s  r ece iv ing ,  the  largest  g r a n t s  devoted a larger 
percentage  of  t h e i r  funding- t o  the  conserva t ion  and expansion o f  t h e  housing 
s tock  than d i d  communities w i t h  intermediataGsized g r a n t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  
c i t ies - with popu la t i ons  between 500,000 and 1,000,000 v i r i e d  - s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
from the  l i n e a r  re la t ionship;- .between popula t ion  and funding # o f  neighborhood 
conserva t ion .  

Conservation and Ekparision o f  t h e  Housing Stock. More e n t i t l e m e n t  funds are 
devoted t o  t h e  conserva t ion  and expansion of t h e  hous ing- s tock  than  t o  any 
o t h e r  purpose (42 p e r c e n t ) .  F igure  3-4 shows the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h i s  
l o c a l  program purpose and c i t y  characteristics.-As c i t y  popula t ion  i n c r e a s e s ,  
t h e  percentage of  funds devoted t o  housing conserva t ion  and expansion 
i n c r e a s e s  except  f o r  c i t i e s  with popula t ions  between 500,000 and 1,000~,000. 
These c i t ies  devote  20 pe rcen t  less of t h e i r  funds t o  t h i s  purpose than  do t h e  
c i t i e s  which are both l a r g e r  and smaller. There is no d e f i n i t i v e  explana t ion  
f o r  t h i s .  The o t h e r  anomaly concerns c i t i e s  r ece iv ing  the  smallest 
e n t i t l e m e n t  g ran t s- - le s s  than $1 m i l l i o n .  Here, however, there is a p l a u s i b l e  
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exp lana t ion .  Regardless of  c i t y  s i z e ,  it is very d i f f i c u l t  f o r  c i t i e s  w i t h  
popu la t i ons  o f  50,000 o r  more t o  make much of  a c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t h e  
conse rva t ion  and expansion of  t h e  housing s tock  i f  they devote  a small amount 
of funds t o  t h i s  purpose. T h i s  is especial ly t r u e  i n  areas where 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  c o s t s  are high.  Thus, i f  c i t i e s  r ece iv ing  less  than $1 m i l l i o n  
i n  CDBG program funds undertake a c t i v i t i e s  designed t o  conserve o r  expand t h e  
housing s tock ,  it is  l i k e l y  t h a t  they w i l l  devote  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l a r g e r  
pe rcen t  of program funds t o  t h i s  purpose than c i t i e s  r ece iv ing  l a r g e r  
g r a n t s ;  
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Neighborhood P re se rva t ion .  Neighborhood p re se rva t ion  is t h e  second largest 
purpose f o r  which CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds are budgeted. Na t iona l ly ,  24 percent  
of CDBG funds are .planned t o  enhance neighborhood p rpse rva t ion  and 
conserva t ion .  En t i t l emen t  Cities spending.a  large po r t i on  of t h e i r  budget f o r  
t h i s  purpose have very d i f f e r e n t  characteristics from communities emphasizing 
t h e  expansion and conserva t ion  of t h e  housing s tock .  Ent i t l ement  Cities 
emphasizing neighborhood p r e s e r v a t i o n  are those  lowest  i n  popula t ion ,  lowest  
i n  d i s t r e s s ,  t hose  wi th  the  smallest g r a n t s ,  and those  i nc reas ing  i n  
popula t ion .  



As i s  shown i n  F i g u r e  3-5, c i t i e s  w i t h  p o p u l a t i o n s  between 500,000 and 
1 ,000 ,000  are once a g a i n  d i f f e r e n t .  Based on t h e  l i n e a r  t r e n d s  shown i n  t h e  
f i gu re ,  it m i g h t  be expec ted  t h a t  they  would spend between 17 and 18 p e r c e n t  
o f  t h e i r  e n t i t l e m e n t  on neighborhood p r e s e r v a t i o n .  I n s t e a d ,  they  devo te  29 
p e r c e n t  of t h e i r  f u n d s  t o  t h i s  purpose .  These E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities t o  some 
degree s u b s t i t u t e  neighborhood p r e s e r v a t i o n  f o r  housing p r e s e r v a t i o n .  
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Genera l  P u b l i c  Improvements and S e r v i c e s .  A c t i v i t i e s  which c o n t r i b u t e  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  t o  t h i s  purpose  are g e n e r a l l y  c i t y w i d e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  
p u b l i c  works ,  open spaces and p a r k s ,  and a c q u i s i t i o n  and d e m o l i t i o n .  
E x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  p u b l i c  improvements accoun t  f6r o n l y  14 p e r c e n t  of CDBG 
e n t i t l e m e n t  e x p e n d i t u r e s .  -Although t h e  emphasis  on t h i s  purpose  does  n o t  v a r y  
wide ly  between d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  of c i t y ,  t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e  p a t t e r n s  are 
i n t e r e s t i n g .  As i s  shown i n  F i g u r e  3-6, c i t ies  i n  t h e  lowest and h i g h e s t  
categories of a l l  t h e  c i t y  characteristics d e v o t e  t h e  lowest p e r c e n t a g e  of 
funds  t o  p u b l i c  improvements and s e r v i c e s .  I n  t h i s  i n s t a n c e ,  c i t i e s  n o t  
located a t  the  extremes show a remarkab le  s i m i l a r i t y .  
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Pub l i c  S e r v i c e s  and Economic Development. Neither of t h e  f i n a l  two purposes 
account  f o r  more than  10 percent  of planned expendi tures .  Only 1 0  percent  of  
CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds are  budgeted t o  publ ic  s e r v i c e s  and only  9 percent  t o  
economic development. Those En t i t l emen t  Cities s t r e s s i n g  t h e  provis ion  o f  
p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  and economic development tend t o  be t h e  larger c i t i e s ,  those  
w i t h  d e c r e a s i n g -p v p u l a t i o n s ,  those  r ece iv ing  t h e  l a r g e s t  g r a n t s ,  and those  
w i t h  t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l s  of  distress. 

The p rev ious  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h i s  c h a p t e r  have emphasized t h e  l o c a l  program 
purposes  Ent i t l ement  Cities pursue w i t h  t h e i r  CDBG funds and t h e  s p e c i f i c  
a c t i v i t i e s  undertaken.  The fol lowing s e c t i o n  examines t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  
program b e n e f i t s  w i th in  these c i t i e s .  

B e n e f i t  t o  Low- and Moderate-Income Persons.  Sec t ion  104 (b ) (2 )  o f  t h e  Housing 
and Community Development Act o f  1974 as amended r e q u i r e s  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
j u r i s d i c t i o n s  g ive  %aximum feasible p r i o r i t y  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  which will b e n e f i t  
low- and moderate-income families o r  a i d  i n  t h e  prevent ion  o f  slums and 
b l i g h t . "  Furthermore, Sec t ion  101(c)  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  primary o b j e c t i v e  of 
t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  is geared " p r i n c i p a l l y  f o r  persons of low- and moderate- 
income". In  o r d e r  t o  relate  t h i s  o b j e c t i v e  t o  l o c a l  CDBG programs, t h i s  
s e c t i o n  examines the  program b e n e f i t s  accru ing  t o  low- and moderate-income 
pe r sons  w i th in  t h e  En t i t l emen t  Cities.  
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I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  t h e  l e v e l  of funding a l l o c a t e d  t o  low- and moderate-income 
persons is assessed us ing  two e s t ima t ion  techniques--  t h e  c i t y  a t tes ted method 
and t h e  census t r a c t  method. 

The c i t y  attested method relies on t h e  b e n e f i t  l e v e l s  repor ted  by Ent i t l ement  
Cities i n  t h e i r  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s .  T h i s  method r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  h i g h e s t  
e s t i m a t e s ,  because c i t i e s  are allowed t o  a s s ign  a l l  o f  t h e  funds budgeted f o r  
a given a c t i v i t y ,  regardless of  t h e  area i n  which i t  i s  l o c a t e d ,  t o  t h e  low- 
and moderate-income ca tegory  as long- .as  a t  least 51 percent  o f  t h e  funds f o r  
t h e  a c t i v i t y  are planned t o  b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income persons.  For 
example, a f i re  s t a t i o n  cons t ruc ted  i n  a small, wel l- off  neighborhood which 
a l s o  s e rves  a larger ,  cont iguous lower-income a rea  could q u a l i f y  as low- and 
moderate-income b e n e f i t  under t h e  c i t y- a t t e s t e d  method. 

The census t r a c t  method, on t h e  o the r  hand, estimates b e n e f i t  l e v e l s  by 
cons ider ing  only  CDBG d o l l a r s  planned f o r  census t r ac t s  w i t h  median incomes 
which are 80 percent  o r  less  o f  t h e  SMSA median income. Thus, t h i s  method 
exc ludes  funding n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  going t o  low- and moderate-income 
neighborhoods and a l s o  exc ludes  citywide a c t i v i t i e s  which may p a r t i a l l y  o r  
i n d i r e c t l y  b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income persons.  

C i t y  Attested Low- and Moderate-Income Bene f i t s .  I n  1979, Ent i t l ement  Cities 
repor ted  t h a t  93 percent  of the i r  CDBG funds p r i n c i p a l l y  b e n e f i t t e d  low- and 
moderate-income persons.  In  1980, t h i s  f igure had changed only s l i g h t l y  w i t h  
c i t i es  r e p o r t i n g  94 percent  b e n e f i t  t o  low- and moderate-income persons.  The 
small o v e r a l l  i n c r e a s e  i n  low- and moderate-income b e n e f i t ,  however, obscures  
t h e  widespread i n c r e a s e  among communities toward p r imar i l y  funding a c t i v i t i e s  
t h a t  are planned t o  b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income persons.  -'As. is  shown i n  
Table  3-5, t h e  number of  Ent i t l ement  Cities r e p o r t i n g . 9 0  percent  o r  h ighe r  
b e n e f i t  t o  low- and moderate-income persons increased  from 68 pe rcen t  i n  1979 
t o  79 percent  i n  1980. Th i s  was accompanied by a decrease  i n  t h e  number o f  
c i t i e s .  r e p o r t i n g  less than  75 pe rcen t  low- and moderate-income b e n e f i t  between 
1979 and 1980--from 32 percent  t o  21 percent .  

TABLE 3-5 

PERCENT OF ENTITLEMENT CITIES REPORTING BENEFITS 
TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES. 

1979 AND 1980 

PERCENT LOW AND 
MODERATE INCOME 
BENEFIT 



There  a re  two p o s s i b l e  r e a s o n s  why t h e  widespread i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  number o f  
c i t i e s  r e p o r t i n g  .low- and moderate- inoome b e n e f i t s  brought '  a b o u t  such  a small 
i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of e n t i t l e m e n t  funds  p r i n c i p a l l y  b e n e f i t t i n g  low- 
and moderate- income persons .  F i r s t ,  i t  may be t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  c i t i e s  
r e p o r t i n g -  less t h a n  90 p ,ercent  b e n e f i t  i n  1979 were a l so  t h o s e  r e c e i v i n g  t h e  
lowest e n t i t l e m e n t s .  Thus,  a dramatic s h i f t  i n  b e n e f i t s  among t h i s  group 
would o n l y  cause a s l i g h t  i n c r e a s e  i n  d o l l a r  b e n e f i t .  It may a l s o  be t h a t  i t  
o n l y  took  a s l i g h t  s h i f t  i n  b e n e f i t  t o  move a c i t y  from one c a t e g o r y  t o  
a n o t h e r  i n  Table  3-5. Thus,  t h e  d o l l a r  s h i f t  would a g a i n  be minimal.  

B e n e f i t s  t o  Low- and Moderate-Income Census Tracts. The F i f t h  Annual 
Community Development Block Gran t  Report  summarized b e n e f i t  t o  low- and 
moderate- income p e r s o n s  o v e r  t h e  l i f e  of t h e  program. The r e p o r t  n o t e d  t h a t  
w h i l e  a m a j o r i t y  o f  program e n t i t l e m e n t  funds  have always been d i rected t o  
low- and moderate- income areas, t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  funds  go ing  t o  these areas 
d e c l i n e d  between t h e  first and t h e  second program y e a r s  and t h e n  r o s e  s t e a d i l y  
t h r o u g h  t h e  f i f t h  year--1979. This i n c r e a s e  c o i n c i d e s  w i t h  t h e  g e n e r a l  
t i g h t e n i n g  o f  low- and moderate- income fund ing  cr i ter ia  i n  1977 and 1978 and 
t h e  upward t r e n d  can  be a t t r i b u t e d ,  i n  p a r t ,  t o  these changes .  

Weighted data f o r  t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t  Ci t ies  i n  t h e  CDBG e v a l u a t i o n  sample a l s o  
show a c o n t i n u e d  i n c r e a s e  i n  low- and moderate- income b e n e f i t  th rough  1980. 
CDBG f u n d i n g  i n  low- and moderate- income areas i n c r e a s e d  from 58 p e r c e n t  o f  
program funds  i n  1978 t o  62 p e r c e n t  i n  1980. While t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  i n c r e a s e  i s  
n o t  dramatic, t h e  d o l l a r  i n c r e a s e  is s u b s t a n t i a l  and r e p r e s e n t s  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  
$48 m i l l i o n  s p e n t  i n  low- and moderate- income areas. See Table 3-6. 

TABLE 3-6 
ENTITLEMENT CITY CDBO BENEFITS TO LOW AND MODERATE 

INCOME CENSUS TRACTS BY YEAR 
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V a r i a t i o n  i n  Low- and Moderate-Income Census T r a c t  Fundinq The t y p e s  o f  
E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities'that have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  d i r ec ted  t h e  h i g h e s t  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  
program funds  t o  low- and moderate- income , c e n s u s  t rac ts  are  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  
d P s t r e s s e d  c i t i e s ,  c i t i e s  w i t h  t h e  largest m i n o r i t y  p o p u l a t i o n ,  and c i t i e s  
w i t h  large,  b u t  n o t  t he  largest popu1ation.s; These same communities a l s o  
r e c e i v e  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l s  o f  program f u n d s ,  and t h e y  t end  t o  be l o s i n g  
p o p u l a t i o n .  

- - r r h W l D n  Qnon. lWG1976 
0. - Dnnrr 10 - 

0 I I I - 

F i g u r e  3-7 shows t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between selected c i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and 
t h e  1980 p e r c e n t a g e  o f  funds  b e n e f i t t i n g  low- and moderate- income c e n s u s  
t r a c t s  i n  E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities. The f i g u r e  c lear ly  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  low- and 
moderate- income b e n e f i t s  i n c r e a s e  as both  m i n o r i t y  p o p u l a t i o n  and c i t y  
distress i n c r e a s e  a n d ,  t o  a c e r t a i n  degree, as c i t y  p o p u l a t i o n  i n c r e a s e s .  The 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n ,  however, is c u r v i l i n e a r  w i t h  c i t i e s  hav ing  
p o p u l a t i o n s  between 250,000 and 500,000 d e v o t i n g  t h e  largest p e r c e n t a g e  of 
funds  t o  low- and moderate- income census  t rac t s .  
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The l e v e l s  of funding planned f o r  low- and moderate-income census t racts  i n  
central c i t i e s  and suburban communities are q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  I n  1980,j c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  devoted 66 pe rcen t  o f  t he i r  block g r a n t  funds t o  low- and moderate- 6 income areas while  suburban Communities devoted only  28 percent .  
Furthermore,  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  has  been inc reas ing  i n  r e c e n t  years. Low- and 
moderate-income b e n e f i t  f o r  c'entral c i t i e s  increased  by 5 percentage p o i n t s  
between 1974 and 1980, w h i l e  du r ing -.  t he  same per iod  it decreased by 3 
percentage  p o i n t s  i n  suburban communities. 

Among Ent i t l ement  Cities w i th  d e c l i n i n g  popula t ions ,  wi th  high percentages  o f  
mino r i t y  r e s i d e n t s ,  the  very largest c i t i e s  and moderately and seve re ly  
d i s t ressed  communities, there were s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e s  i n  t h e  amount of  
funds  directed t o  low- and moderate-income census t racts .  Ci t ies  w i th  
d e c l i n i n g  popula t ions  increased  low- and moderate-income tract funding from 59 
t o  64 percent .  Those w i t h  80 or more percent  minor i ty  increased  from 79 t o  85 
p e r c e n t ;  and c i t i e s  wi th  popula t ions  of  1,000,000 o r  more increased  b e n e f i t s  
from 55 t o  68 percent .  The most distressed c i t ies  increased  funding by 6 
percentage  points--from .61 t o  67 percent--while the  moderately distressed 
c i t ies  increased  funding t o  these tracts  from 54 t o  59 pe rcen t .  

Concent ra t ing  Bene f i t s .  The d i scus s ion  presented i n  t h e  preceding paragraphs 
s u g g e s t s  t h a t  there are c e r t a i n  t ypes  o f  Ent i t l ement  Cities t h a t  provide 
somewhat fewer b e n e f i t s  and devote  fewer funds t o  low- and moderate-income 
tracts. These. c i t i e s  tend t o  be suburban communities, small Ent i t l ement  
Citie-s, those.  wi th  low' mino r i t y  popula t ions ,  those  ga in ing - i n  popula t ion  and 
those wi th  the  smallest CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t s .  

F i g u r e  3-8, however, i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  conc lus ion  may be an 
o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n .  The f i g u r e  qhows t h e  percentage  o f  funds spen t  i n  
Nefghborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas (NS'As)  and t h e  percentage o f  funds t a r g e t e d  t o  
low- and moderate-income tracts  by t h e  amount o f  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t s  f o r  1979 
and 1980. S ince  t h e  formula f o r  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t s  has 
been shown t o  hav a "high degree o f  t a r g e t i n g  and goodness o f  f i t  o f  funding 
t o  o v e r a l l  need,"' t hose  r ece iv ing  the  lowest e n t i t l e m e n t s  are,  by d e f i n i t i o n ,  
the  least needy. The f i g u r e  shows t h a t  a l though the  CDBG c i t i e s  r ece iv ing  the  
smallest g r a n t s  may n o t  devote  a s i g n f i c a n t  po r t i on  o f  t h e i r  funds t o  lower 
income census t rac ts ,  they do spend a s i g n i f i c a n t  po r t i on  o f  t h e i r  funds i n  
NSAs. These NSAs may, i n  f ac t ,  be llpockets o f  poverty" t h a t  are t o o  small t o  
reduce the income l e v e l  f o r  the  e n t i r e  t rac t  t o  the  po in t  where it can q u a l i f y  
as  low- and moderate-income. Or these N S A s  may be the  areas t h a t  are  only 
minimally better o f f  than the  areas q u a l i f y i n g  as low- and moderate-income 
neighborhoods. 

A c t i v i t i e s  and Purposes i n  Low- and Moderate-Income Tracts 9 . A t  t h e  c i t y  
l e v e l ,  low- and moderate-income tracts  r ece ive  the  major share of a l l  t ypes  o f  
e n t i t l e m e n t  program a c t i v i t i e s  except  f o r  the  provis ion  of open space and 
parks .  See Figure  3-9. A c t i v i t i e s  occur r ing  most f r e q u e n t l y  i n  low- and 
moderate-income census tracts inc lude  the  provis ion  of pub l i c  s e r v i c e s ,  
a c q u l s i t i o n  and demol i t ion ,  and housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n .  Publ ic  works and 
p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  a l s o  occur  f r e q u e n t l y  i n  low- and' moderate-income areas but  
n o t  t o  the  same degree as the  aforementioned three a c t i v i t i e s .  
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When these a c t i v i t i e s  were examined only i n  census t racts  t h a t  contained a 
ma jo r i t y  o f  r e s i d e n t s  who had low- and moderate-incomes, a similar t r end  was 
noted.  For both 1979 and 1980, 62 -percent  of  CDBG funds were budgeted to  
these t racts .  

-Acqu i s i t i on- re l a t ed  a c t i v i t i e s  and pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  were s l k g h t l y  more l i k e l y  
t o  take p l ace  i n  low- and moderate-income tracts than  elsewhere. While low- 
and moderate-income t rac ts  rece ived  62 percent  o f  CDBG funds,  65 pe rcen t  o f  
a c q u i s i t i o n- r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  occurred i n  these t rac ts  as d i d  66 percent  o f  
a l l  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s .  

Publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s ,  pub l i c  works, and open space related a c t i v i t i e s  are less  
l i k e l y  than average t o  be plannned f o r  low- and moderate-income t rac ts .  
F i f t y- f i v e  pe rcen t  of  both pub l i c  f ac i l i t i e s  and pub l i c  works a c t i v i t i e s  and 
48 percent  o f  the  open spaces  a c t i v i t i e s  are budgeted t o  these areas. 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  related a c t i v i t i e s ,  a t  61 pe rcen t ,  are s l i g h t l y  more l i k e l y  t o  
be  funded i n  these t racts .  

I n  terms of a b s o l u t e  e n t i t l e m e n t  d o l l a r  amounts spen t  on each of  these 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  1979 and 1980, r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  re la ted a c t i v i t i e s  predominate i n  
low-and moderate-income t rac ts  ($808 m i l l i o n ) .  Publ ic  works a c t i v i t i e s ,  a t  
$761 m i l l i o n ,  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  second largest a c t i v i t y  group,  even though on ly  
53 pe rcen t  o f  p u b l i c  works funds go i n t o  these  tracts. 

For 1980, it was a l s o  p o s s i b l e  t o  explore  t h e  l o c a l  progpam Rurposes tha t  were 
pursued w i t h  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  monies i n  low- and moderate-income1 tracts. 
Ove ra l l ,  t h e  g e n e r a l  purposes f o r  which CDBG funds were budgeted t o  low- and 
moderate-income census  t rac ts  d i f f e r e d  very l i t t l e  from t h e  purposes pursued 
w i th  CDBG funds i n  genera l .  I n  no case d i d  the  percentage o f  funds devoted t o  
any of  t h e  f i v e  purpose8 ' in  low- and moderate-income t rac ts  d i f f e r  by more 
than one percent  from the funding - f o r  higher- income neighborhoods. Thus, 
there  are no d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  purposes f o r  which funds are budgeted t o  low- 
and moderate-income census t rac ts  when compared t o  o t h e r  t rac ts .  

Distressed and Minor i ty  Neighborhoods. Another way t o  view t h e  planned 
expendi ture  o f  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds is through an examination o f  the  funding 
p a t t e r n s  i n  distressed census t racts .  In o r d e r  t o  ach ieve  a comprehensive 
estimate of neighborhood distress,  t h e  Off ice  o f  Eva lua t ion  has c a l c u l a t e d  a 
b~ .,=- ~ L L  51. distress i n a i c a t o r  v a r i a b l e  similar t o  t h e  UDAG d is t ress  i n d i c a t o r  used 
f o r  measuring o v e r a l l  c i t y  need. l o  This  p rovides  an i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  e x t e n t  
t o  which En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  target t h e i r  CDBG funds t o  t h e  poores t  areas o f  
t h e i r  c i t y .  I n  some cases, p r i m a r i l y  i n  more a f f l u e n t  suburban c i t i e s ,  t h e  
poo re s t  areas may n o t  be low- and moderate-income census tracts.  However, 
these cases w i l l  be i n  t h e  minor i ty .  I n  most c i t i e s ,  the  poores t  areas are 
low- and moderate-income census t racts .  

Funding t o  h igh ly  distressed tracts  wi th in  En t i t l emen t  Cities has g r a d u a l l y  
increased  f o r  a l l  c i t i e s  dur ing  ' t h e  l a s t  three program years .  S ince  1978, 
d o l l a r s  budgeted t o  h igh ly  distressed t rac ts  have increased  from 55 pe rcen t  t o  
58 percent .  Funding t o  the  least d i s t r e sded  t rac ts  has  a t  t h e  same time 
d e c l i n e d ,  w h i l e  funding t o  moderately distressed tracts remained approximately 
cons t an t .  
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Funding t o  h igh ly  d i s t r e s s e d  t r a c t s  var ied  among Ent i t l ement  Cities r ece iv ing  
d i f e r e n t  g r a n t  amounts. On average ,  c i t i e s  w i t h  g r a n t s  of  less than $1 
m i l l i o n  spen t  only 53 pe rcen t  of  budgeted funds i n  h igh ly  d is t ressed t r a c t s  as 
compared w i t h  a 60 percent  average f o r  c i t i e s  w i t h  e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t s  of 
between $1 and 4 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  

During t h e  same pe r iod ,  c i t i es  wi th  e n t i t l e m e n t s  of  over  $10 m i l l i o n  budgeted 
on ly  55 percent  o f  t h e i r  funds t o  h igh ly  d is t ressed tracts .  Trend a n a l y s i s  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  both small and l a r g e  Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  have increased  t h e i r  
funding t o  h igh ly  distressed t rac ts ,  but t h a t  smaller e n t i t l e m e n t s  are,  on 
ave rage ,  devot ing  a l a r g e r  percentage  of  funds t o  h igh ly  d i s t r e s s e d  t r a c t s  
than larger e n t i t l e m e n t s .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  Block Grant program has  been o f t e n  viewed as a t o o l  f o r  a s s i s t i n g  
mino r i t y  neighborhoods. Simple t a b u l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  number o f  CDBG funded 
t r a c t s  by popula t ion  characteristics show t h a t  most of  t h e  funded t rac ts  have 
pop.ulations which are 80 t o  100 percent  White. It would be mis lead ing ,  
however, t o  i n f e r  from such a f i n d i n g  >that  minor i ty  areas do n o t  b e n e f i t  from 
t h e  CDBG program. As Figure  3-10 i n d i c a t e s ,  CDBG funds are being targeted t o  
areas w i t h  high minor i ty  concen t r a t i ons .  While only 9 percent  of  a l l  t r a c t s  
i n  En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  f a l l  i n  t h e  80 t o  100 percent  Black ca t ego ry ,  these 
t r a c t s  r e p r e s e n t  13 percent  o f  a l l  CDBG funded t r ac t s  and they rece ived  18 
pe rcen t  o f  a l l  CDBG f u n d i n g . i n  1980. 

FIGURE 3-10 
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I n  summary, t h i s  chap te r  described and analyze'd t h e  c u r r e n t  p a t t e r n s  and 
r e c e n t  t r e n d s  i n  CDBG funding p r i o r i t i e s  & three levels- - the n a t i o n a l ,  c i t y  
and census  t rac t  level- and a long  t h r e e  dimensiods--national o b j e c t i v e s ;  
comRonent a c t i v i t y  groups,  and progpam purposes. The next  chap te r  describes 
t h e  range o f  a c t u a l  accomplishments t h a t  were genera ted  by CDBG Ent i t l ement  
Communities. 



FOOTNOTES 

' For the purposes  of  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  a typology was developed f o r  a s s i g n i n g  - 
a c t i v i t i e s  t o  s p e c i f i c  l e g i s l a t i v e  o b j e c t i v e s .  This typology was then  
app l i ed  t o  t h e  n a r r a t i v e  p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  contained i n  c i t y  
a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  CDBG program funding. To reduce double count ing  and 
ove r l ap ,  t h e  t o t a l  funding f o r  a given a c t i v i t y  was ass igned  t o  a 
s p e c i f i c  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  if a t  least 51 pe rcen t  of  the  funding 
a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  a c t i v i t y  was def ined by the  typology as di rected t o  t h a t  
o b j e c t i v e .  The typology is  documented i n  t h e  Appendix. 

The d i scus s ion  of p rogress  toward o b j e c t i v e s  is l i m i t e d  t o  seven of t h e  
n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s .  Energy conserva t ion  and reduc t ion  of  i s o l a t i o n  of  
income groups are not  considered.  Energy conserva t ion  was not  an 
o p e r a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  during 1980 and the r educ t ion  of  i s o l a t i o n  of  
income groups rece ived  less than  0.1 percent  o f  the  CDBG funds because no 
CDBG budget l i n e s  are d i r e c t l y  related t o  t h i s  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s .  

3 The percentages  f o r  Urban Counties and Small Cities shown ' in  both Tables 
3-1 and 3-2 were computed from data furn ished  by t h e  Data Systems and 
S ta t i s t i c s  Div is ion  o f  t h e  Office of Mangement, Community Planning and 
Development: 7067 Cost Summary Package (Washington: HUD, 1980); The 
d o l l a r  f i g u r e s  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  amount for t h e  Urban Counties  and Small 
Cities were taken  from Chapter 2 of  t h i s  r e p o r t .  The t o t a l  and i n d i v i d u a l  
a c t i v i t y  group f i g u r e s  f o r  Ent i t l ement  Cities were generated from t h e  200 
c i t y  CDBG eva lua t ion  sample and were weighted t o  reflect p r o j e c t e d  
n a t i o n a l  l e v e l s .  

4 A complete d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  CDBG l o c a l  program purpose is found i n  the  
Glossary. 

A l l  low- and moderate-income b e n e f i t  e s t i m a t i o n s  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  
chap te r  are based on t h e  census t ract  method. It should be noted t h a t  i f  
a v a i l a b l e  data p e r m i t t e d  t h e  use of  t h e  c i t y  attested method, b e n e f i t  
l e v e l s  would be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  higher.  

Suburban communities probably do no t  have ,as many low- and moderate- 
income census t racts  as do c e n t r a l  c i t ies .  

For a complete d i s cus s ion  of  N S A s ,  see Chapter 5, Sec t ion  3. 

Harold L. Bunce and Robert L. Goldberg, C i t y  Need and Community 
Development Funding (Washington: U.S. Department o f  Housing- and Urban 
Development , 1979) p. 25. 

Low- and moderate-income neighborhoods are those  census  tracts i n  which a 
ma jo r i t y  o f  t h e  households have incomes t h a t  are less than 80 pe rcen t  o f  
t h e  SMSA median fami ly  income(. 



l o  The measure of  community development distress a t  t h e  census tract l e v e l  
was devised t o  cap tu re  the  degree o f  phys i ca l  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  and poverty 
for each census t ract  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  c i t y  as a whole. Four v a r i a b l e s  
based on census t rac t  data were assembled t o  gene ra t e  t h i s  index. They 
are: Percentage of persons  i n  poverty,  1969; percentage  of  year-round 
housing b u i l t  before  1940; percentage of  non-owner-occupied housing,  
1970; and median fami ly  income, 1969. S l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  weight ings were 
g iven  t o  each v a r i a b l e  t o  show t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance it was judged t o  
have i n  measuring community development d i s t ress .  Re f l ec t i ng  the  
importance o f  percentage  o f  persons i n  poverty and percentage  o f  year-  
round housing b u i l t  p r i o r  t o  1940 i n  the  CDBG a l l o c a t i o n  formula,  these 
v a r i a b l e s  were ass igned  the  highest  weights, 0.3. The o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s ,  
percentage  of  non-owner-ocupied housing and median family income, were 
ass igned  lesser weights,  .25 and .15, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Median family income 
was given t h e  least  weight,  s i n c e  some of  its va r i ance  is  reflected i n  
t h e  percentage  o f  persons i n  poverty.  I n  the  a c t u a l  index ,  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  
were measured i n  s tandard  s c o r e s  based on t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between census 
tract percentage and c i t y  average. The f u l l  equa t ion  f o r  the  index is-: 

Census Tract Distres-s= .3 ( s tandard  s c o r e  o f  persons i n  poverty)+ 
.3 ( s tandard  s c o r e  of  age o f  h o u s h g ) +  

.25 ( s tandard  s c o r e  o f  non-owner occupied)+ 

. I5  ( s tandard  s co re  of median f a m i l y  income) 

F i n a l l y ,  a l l  census tracts i n  t h e  Ent i t l ement  Cities i n  the  CDBG 
eva lua t ion  sample were ranked 'from t h e  most distressed decile t o  t h e  
leas t  distressed decile,  w i t h  t h e  three most distressed deciles 
considered s e r i o u s l y  distressed; the  middle three deciles moderately 
dis t ressed;  and t h e  l a s t  f o u r  least dis t ressed.  

rri 
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CHAPTER 4:  ACCOMPLISHMENTS WITH ENTITLEMENT GRANTS 

OVERVIEW 

The Community Development Block Grant program d i s t r i b u t e d  over  $15 b i l l i o n  
from 1975 t o  1979 t o  Ent i t l ement  Cities and Counties  f o r  community development activities and gave them broad d i s c r e t i o n  i n  determining t h e  con ten t  of l o c a l  
programs. This chapter documents how l o c a l  government u n i t s  used CDBG funds 
by d e t a i l i n g  some accomplishments they realized. The information presen ted  
here is drawn from a 1980 survey of en t i t l emen t  g r a n t e e s  throughout t h e  United 
States. 2 

Community development programs were marked by d i v e r s i t y  of  a c t i v i t i e s .  3 
Communities provided programs t h a t  increased the  v i a b i l i t y  of neighborhoods, 
improved p u b l i c  faci l i t ies ,  assisted needy r e s i d e n t s ,  and con t r ibu t ed  t o  
economic development. 

I n  t h e  first f i v e  y e a r s  o f  t h e  Community Deve-lopiaent Block Grant program, 
thousands of -  homes and apartments  were rehabili tated.  Entitqlement C i t i e s ,  
Urban Counties ,  and Hold Harmless Cit ies  emphasized the  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of 
owner-occupied u n i t s .  Ent i t l ement  Cities were more l i k e l y  than t h e  o t h e r  
g r a n t e e s  t o  i nc lude  t h e  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of  apar tments  and pub l i c  housing 
u n i t s .  Moreover, t h e  most d is t ressed c i t i e s4  were more l i k e l y  t o  d i v e r s i f y  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  e f f o r t s  and inc lude  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  apar tments  and pub l i c  
housing; 

I n  terms of p u b l i c  improvements, c i t i es  paved streets, improved cu rbs  and 
gutters,  i n s t a l l e d  street l i g h t s ,  and added parking spaces. They p l an t ed  trees 
and l a i d  o r  replaced water l i n e s ,  s a n i t a r y  sewer l i n e s ,  and storm sewer 
l i n e s .  The 
s a f e t y  and appearance of  many communities were improved w i t h  t h e  c l ea rance  of 
substandard s t r u c t u r e s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  communities o f  under 100,000 persons  
and communities i n  t h e  South and i n  Pue r to  Rico emphasized pub l i c  improvement 
and c l ea rance  p r o j e c t s .  

Many neighborhood parks and c i t y  r e c r e a t i o n  areas were developed. 

Accomplishments, however, were n o t  confined t o  phys ica l  development. CDBG 
funds supported t h e  provis ion  of c h i l d  care, s e r v i c e s  t o  e l d e r l y  persons ,  
s e r v i c e s  t o  youth,  and hea l th  care. --Although communities of a l l  sizes had 
p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  programs, larger c i t ies  concentra4ed more o f  t h e i r  funds on 
s e r v i c e s .  

CDBG funds were also used t o  encourage economic development through t h e  
aoqus i t i on  of l and  for  commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  development. Moreover, CDBG 
funds were used to  supppf t  local  development co rpo ra t i ons  (LDCs).  Distressed 
c a m u n i t i e s  u t i l i z e d  CDBG funds for  economic development m o j e c t s  t o  a greater 
e x t e n t  t han  other ,communit ies .  

d 

These accomplishments underscore . the  d i v e r s i t y  of local a c t i v i t y .  Throughout 
t h i s  chapter n a t i o n a l  accomplishments are detailed by documenting.the p r o j e c t s  
completed w i t h i n  specific a c t i v i t y  groups; I n  sum, these accomplishments made 
a real and s u b s t a n t i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  community development throughout  t h e  
United States. 
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I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  g e n e r a l  t r e n d s  and bas i c  CDBG accomplishment information a re  
presen ted .  Appendix A - I 1 1  c o n t a i n s  more deta i led  information on s p e c i f i c  CDBG 
a c t i v i t i e s  organized by -g r a n t e e  t ype ,  c i t y  s i z e ,  census r eg ion ,  and c i t y  
distress. I n  t h e  tables o f  Appendix A- 1 1 1 ,  t h e  las t  rows show t h e  percent  of 
t o t a l  CDBG funds expended by communities of  d i f f e r i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  so  when 
comparisons are made t h e  r e l a t i v e  amount of CDBG funding f o r  t h e  va r ious  t ypes  
of CDBG Ent i t l ement  Communities can be taken i n t o  cons ide ra t i on .  

EXPENDITURE PATTERNS 

Over t h e  first f i v e  yea r s  of  t h e  CDBG program, communities increased  spending 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  s l i g h t l y  f o r  economic development a c t i v i t i e s  
and decreased t h e  emphasis on p u b l i c  improvements. Actual CDBG expendi tures  
f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  i nc reased  s t e a d i l y  from 17 percent  t o  28 percent  
o f  'the t o t a l  expendi tures  ; w h i l e  expendi tures  f o r  p u b l i c  improvements 
decreased from 44 percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l  t o  one- third.  The propor t ion  of 
expendi ture3  f o r  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  remained f a i r l y  c o n s i s t e n t  over  t h e <  five 
yea r s  w i t h  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  c l e a r a n c e ,  and demoli t ion a c t i v i t i e s  a c c o u n t i n g -f o r  
about  17 pe rcen t  of expended funds and publ ic  s e r v i c e s - f o r  12 percent .  The 
p ropor t i on  of funds expended f o r  economic development was small i n  every y e a r ,  
bu t  i t  increased  from f i v e  pe rcen t  i n  t h e  first program y e a r  t o  12 pe rcen t  i n  
t h e  f i f t h  program year .  

FIGURE' 4-1 

SPEWING FOR MAJOR COHHUNITY DEVELOPHENT 
ACTIVITY GROUPS BY PROGRAH YEARS, 1975-1979 

1875 

f 076 
ECON DEV 

I977 PUB SERV 
ACWCLEAR 

PUB IMP 1878 

1970 0 REHAB 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
PERCENT 



The t r e n d  i n  fundgng a c t i v i t i e s  i n d i c a t e s  an i nc reas ing  d i v e r s i t y  of t h e  
community development program. The communities concent ra ted  expendi tures  i n  
t h e  first y e a r s  o f  t h e  program on pub l i c  improvements and on a c q u i s i t i o n  and 
c l ea rance .  I n  those  yea r s  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  accounted f o r  about 65 percent  of  
a1 1 spending. However, i n  program year  1979 pub l i c  improvements and 
a c q u i s i t i o n  and c l ea rance  expendi tures  dec l ined  t o  less than h a l f  of  t o t a l  
funds expended, as expendi tures  f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and economic development 
increased .  Only expendi tures  f o r  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  remained cons t an t  over t h e  
f i v e  years .  

The fo l lowing - s e c t i o n s  p re sen t  i n fo rma t ion ,  about expendi tures  and a c t u a l  
accomplishments w i th in  each o f  the  f i v e  a c t i v i t y  c a t e g o r i e s .  

REHABILITATION ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t r u c t u r e - s - i s  t h e  fastest growing CDBG a c t i v i t y ,  
s t and ing  1 a t  28 percent  of f i f t h  year  expendi tures .  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  real  
p rope r ty  played a c e n t r a l  r o l e  i n  r e v i t a l i z i n g  r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhoods, 
s i n c e  it emphasized neighborhood p re se rva t ion  and refurblshment  o f  a 
d e t e r i o r a t i n g .  housing- s'tock. 

Grantees  undertook a v a r i e t y  o f  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  p r o j e c t s ,  b u t  t h e y  p r imar i l y  
concent ra ted  on the  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p r i v a t e  s i n g l e  family s t r u c t u r e s .  I n  
fact ,  over  80 percent  of  CDBG r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  spending went toward 
rehabi l i ta t ing single family houses every year.  I n  t h e  first two y e a r s ,  most 
of t h e  remaining r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  funds were about equa l ly  d iv ided  among pub l i c  
housing modernizat ion,  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  apartment b u i l d i n g s ,  and o t h e r  u s e s ,  
such  as h i s t o r i c  p re se rva t ion .  In  the  la ter  y e a r s  of  t h e  program, t h e  
propor t ion  o f  spending f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of pub l i c  housing dec l ined  r e l a t i v e  
t o  t h e  o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s .  

< 

Figure  4-2 

CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR REHABILITATION ACTIVITES 
BY PROGRAM YEARS, l075-lO78 
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With t h e i r  CDBG r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  funds,  communities r epo r t ed  making a 
c o n t r i  u t i on  t o  t h e  improvement and p re se rva t ion  o f  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  housing 
s t o c k  . ' An estimated 262,000 dwell ing u n i t s  were improved using CDBG 
funds.  Eighty-one percent  o f  these u n i t s  were single fami ly  owner-occupied 
s t r u c t u r e s .  -A t o t a l  o f  27,000 p u b l i c  housing u n i t s  were improved, and ano the r  
14,000 r e n t a l  u n i t s  were upgraded. Furthermore, about  157,000 o f  the  
rehab i l i t a ted  u n i t s  incorpora ted  energy conserva t ion  measures, such as 
i n s u l a t i o n  and storm windows, d u r i n g % t h e  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  process .  

- 1975 - 1976 - 1977 1978 1979* TOTAL 

27,401 50,988 73,519 79,797 29,9W7 261,692 

*The number of  units rehabi l i ta ted i n  1979 was much higher than  repor ted  
here. T h i s  f i g u r e  r e p r e s e n t s  on ly  a par t ia l  y e a r ' s  a c t i v i t y .  

HOMES 

213,743 

UNITS REHABILITATED WITH CDBG FUNDS 

SMALL LARGE PUBLIC 

RENTAL6 RENTAL HOUSING OTHER TOTAL 
8,503 5,416 27,415 6,615 261,692 

While t h e  r e l a t i v e  p ropor t i on  among . t ypes  o f  rehabi l i ta ted u n i t s  i n  t h e  above 
categories remained n e a r l y  c o n s t a n t  throughout the  f i v e  years, t h e  number of  
u n i t s  i n  each ca tegory  escalated every year .  By 1977 and 1978 l o c a l i t i e s  were 

I h e a v i l y  involved i n  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  improving over  153,000 homes i n  those  two 
y e a r s  a lone .  The f i g u r e  for  1979 r ep re sen t s  only t h e  u n i t s  r ehab i l i t a ted  
b e f o r e  September 30 of t h a t  year .  S ince  80 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  Ent i t l ement  Cities 
began t h e i r  program year  sometime af ter  June,  t h e  f i g u r e  i n  t h e  Tab le  
undercounts  t h e  number o f  rehabi l i ta ted u n i t s  produced i n  the  1979 program 
year .  Considering budgeted and expended funds fo r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  over  t h e  
f i v e  y e a r s ,  it can be p ro j ec t ed  t h a t  over  100,000 u n i t s  were upgraded i n  1979. 

UNITS REHABILITATED EACH YEAR 

I 

Even though t h e  CDBG En t i t l emen t  Communities concent ra ted  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
a c t i v i t y  on houses ,  some of  them gave a t t e n t i o n  t o  r e n t a l  b u i l d i n g s  and non- 
housing s t r u c t u r e s .  For i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  improvement o f  non -hous ing , s t ruc tu re s  
accounted f o r  26 pe rcen t  of  rehabili tated u n i t s  i n  the  largest Ent i t l ement  
Communities. And, one- fourth of t h e  upgraded u n i t s  i n  large communities 
(500,000-1,000,000 persons)  and t h i r t e e n  percent  o f  u n i t s  i n  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  
North Cen t r a l  reg ion  were i n  p u b l i c  housing complexes. I n  f a c t ,  only n ine  
g r a n t e e s  i n  North C e n t r a l  s tates w i t h  such programs averaged over  1,000 u n i t s  
each o f  pub l i c  housing modernizat ion.  



Not every En t i t l emen t  Community had a CDBG r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  program. Such 
programs were opera ted  between 1975 and 1979 by 41 percent  o f  t h e  Ent i t l ement  
Cities,  68 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  Urban Counties ,  and one-half of t h e  Hold Harmless 
Cities. Hold Harmless Cities and Urban Counties w i t h  such programs 
concen t r a t ed  90 pe rcen t  o f  t h e i r  a c t i v i t y  on homes. The r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of 
p r i v a t e l y  owned apartments  accounted f o r  less than f i v e  percent  of t h e  
r ehab i l i t a t ed  inventory  i n  Urban Counties  and Metro Cities and less than  seven 
percent  i n  Hold Harmless Cities. 

Communities i n  t h e  South and i n  Puer to  Rico placed less emphasis on 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  than d i d  o t h e r  communities. Communities i n  t h e  South w i t h  31 
pe rcen t  of a l l  CDBG expended funds r e h a b i l i t a t e d  16 percent  o f  a l l  u n i t s .  
Conversely,  communities i n  t h e  North East had 30 percent  of a l l  CDBG 
expend i tu re s  but  rehabi l i ta ted 43 pe rcen t  of  a l l  u n i t s .  

Ove ra l l ,  CDBG r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs targeted dis t ressed neighborhoods and 
low income families. J u r i s d i c t i o n s  w i t h  the  most distress, spending 52 
percent  o f  a l l  CDBG funds,  rehabi l i ta ted a large number of  bu i ld ings .  Those 
w i th  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  programs on average improved about 375 houses ,  150 
apar tments ,  575 pub l i c  h o u s i n g . u n i t s ,  and 140 u n i t s  i n  o t h e r  s t r u c t u r e s .  I n  
a l l ,  l o c a l i t i e s  w i t h  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  community development need upgraded 
approximately 129,000 u n i t s ,  which was equal  t o  the  number t h a t  a l l  o t h e r  
communities rehabi l i ta ted.  

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

I n  each of the  f i v e  program y e a r s ,  g r a n t e e s  spen t  t h e  largest p o r t i o n  of the i r  
CDBG g r a n t s  on pub l i c  improvements, but  t h e  percentage dec l ined  i n  t h e  l a s t  
f o u r  y e a r s  from 48 pe rcen t  t o  33 percent  of  a l l  CDBG spending. The CDBG 
g r a n t s  made p o s s i b l e  street improvements, such as road paving and tree 
plant ing-,  t h a t  renewed neighborhoods and commercial d i s t r i c t s .  Spending f o r  
sewer improvements reso lved  dra inage  problems and provided better sewage 
h a n d l i n g  f o r  many communities. By u t i l i z i n g  CDBG funds ,  parks ,  playgrounds, 
and neighborhood c e n t e r s  were improved or b u i l t  t o  i n c r e a s e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  r e s i d e n t s .  

CDBG spending-  * t o  improve t h e  p u b l i c  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  remained f a i r ly  evenly 
d iv ided  among- f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  a c t i v i t i e s .  F igure  4-3 shows t h a t  g r a n t e e s  
s p e n t  about  two- f i f t h s  of  t h e i r  funds on street improvements and one- f i f t h  
each on r e c r e a t i o n a l  f ac i l i t i es ,  water and sewer improvementse and p u b l i c  
f ac i l i t i e s .  Those p ropor t i ons  remained rather cons t an t  i n  every year  w i t h  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  f ac i l i t i es  spending somewhat reduced and street improvement 
spend ing  . increased i n  1979. 



Figure  4-3 
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S t r e e t  Improvements. Communities used CDBG funds t o  provide s treet  
improvements. Using -complete o r  pa r t i a l  CDBG funding-,. communities upgraded 
more than  6,000 miles of s treets,  enough f o r  a round t r i p  a c r o s s  t h e  
count ry .  Communities p l an t ed  n e a r l y  400,000 trees i n  neighborhoods and i n  
commercial d i s t r i c t s .  More than 100,000 street l i g h t s  were i n s t a l l e d  t o  
e n s u r e  t h e  s a f e t y  of community r e s i d e n t s .  

~~ ~~ 

STREET IMPROVEMENTS WITH CDBG FUNDS 

MILES OF NUMBER OF NUMBER NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
MILES OF CURBS, STREET OF P A R K I N G  STREET 
STREETS GUTTERS TREES BRIDGES SPACES LIGHTS 

6,183 3,708 396,636 530 49,670 102,741 
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J u r i s d i c t i o n s  used CDBG funds t o  improve the  s a f e t y  of t h e i r  communities and 
to  improve t h e  environments. Although street paving, curb  improvement, and 
park ing  space  i n s t a l l a t i o n  remained r a t h e r  evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  among . most 
d i s t r e s s e d  and lesser distressed communities, t h e r e  were large d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  
s t ree t  l i g h t  i n s t a l l a t i o n  and tree planting:. Communities w i th  t h e  most 
community development need expended about one-half of a l l  CDBG funds ,  ye t  t hey  
i n s t a l l e d  n e a r l y  f i v e  times t h e  number of street l i g h t s  t h a t  communities w i t h  
the least community development need d i d .  I n  f a c t ,  t hose  g r a n t e e s  i n s t a l l e d  
580 s t reet  l i g h t s  each, enough t o  l i g h t  14 miles of  streets i f  l i g h t s  are 50 
ya rds  a p a r t .  

Water and Sewer F a c i l i t i e s .  Communities improved o r  cons t ruc t ed  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
number of water and sewer f ac i l i t i e s  w i t h  complete o r  p a r t i a l  CDBG funding: 
Na t iona l ly ,  over  1,000 miles each of w a t e r l i n e s ,  s a n i t a r y  sewers, and storm 
sewers were l a i d  wi th  CDBG funds.  These p r o j e c t s  were more l i k e l y  t o  t a k e  
p l a c e  in smaller c i t i es  and i n  t h e  South. Ent i t l ement  Communities w i t h  
popu la t i ons  of under 100,000 expended 36 percent  of the  CDBG funds b u t  were 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  the  product ion  of t h e  ma jo r i t y  of a l l  water and sewer 
faci l i t ies .  For example, about  890 miles o f  w a t e r l i n e s  were l a i d  o r  rep laced  
i n  smaller c i t i es  (under  100,000 pe r sons ) ,  whi le  only 30 miles were l a i d  i n  
communities of one m i l l i o n  o r  more persons.  

WATER AND SEWER FACILITIES WITH CDBG FUNDS 

MILES OF MILES OF MILES OF 
WATERLINES S A N I T A R Y  SEWERS STORM SEWERS 

1,693 1,352 1,137 

Pa rks ,  PlayRrounds and Rec rea t iona l  F a c i l i t i e s .  Many CDBG communities 
undertook p r o j e c t s  wi th  f u l l  or p a r t i a l  CDBG f u n d i n g . t o  provide r e c r e a t i o n a l  
fac i l i t i es  for t h e i r  r e s i d e n t s .  Nearly 6000 neighborhood pa rks ,  1000 
r e c r e a t i o n  c e n t e r s ,  and 20,000 acres o f  p l a y f i e l d s  were provided. 

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES WITH CDBG FUNDS 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF ACRES OF MILES OF 
NEIGHBORHOOD RECREATION CITYWIDE BIKE 
PARKS CENTERS PARKS PATHS 

6,082 1,070 20,598 243 



Considering communities which undertook r e c r e a t i o n a l  improvements, there was 
l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  t o t a l  p rovis ion  o f  f a c i l i t i e s  among t h e  most 
d i s t ressed  and lesser distressed ci t ies.  S ince  t h e  least distressed 
communities expended h a l f  as many CDBG d o l l a r s  from 1975 t o  1979 as t h e  most 
d i s t r e s s e d  communities, it is ev iden t  t h a t  t h e  least  d is t ressed communities 
gave g r e a t e r  emphasis t o  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  than  t h e  most d is t ressed 
communities. On average ,  t h e  most distressed and least distressed communities 
each b u i l t  o r  improved n ine  neighborhood parks  and three neighborhood c e n t e r s ,  
and two and two- thirds  miles of b i k e  pa ths .  They each b u i l t  o r  improved a t  
least  50 acres o f  c i tywide  park space ,  a l though t h e  leas t  distressed 
communities improved 64. The number o f  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  developed w i t h  
CDBG funds was r a t h e r  evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  between communities of low distress  
and high dis tress .  For example, least distressed communities completed almost  
3100 neighborhood park p r o j e c t s ;  and high distress communities completed about  
2260 neighborhood park p r o j e c t s .  Low distress communities developed 10,500 
acres f o r  c i ty-wide park p r o j e c t s ;  and high distress c i t i e s  7,600 a c r e s .  
Conversely,  moderately distressed j u r i s d i c t i o n s  had fa r  less involvement i n  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  

O t h e r  Pub l i c  F a c i l i t i e s .  CDBG funds played a r o l e  i n  cons t ruc t ing  o r  
r e h a b i l i t a t i n g  about  700 s e n i o r  c i t i z e n  c e n t e r s ,  over  2200 f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  
handicapped persons,  and over  1000 neighborhood cen t e r s .  Of t h e  2200 
handicapped c e n t e r s ,  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  West and t h e  South provided j u s t  over  1600 
o f  these c e n t e r s .  

OTHER PUB,LIC FACILITIES WITH CDBG FUNDS 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
NUMBER OF HANDICAPPED NEIGHBORHOOD 
SENIOR CENTERS FACILITIES CENTERS 

705 2,254 1,132 

ACQUISITION AND CLEARANCE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

The t r e n d  o f  decreas ing  expend i tu re s  f o r  pub l i c  improvements a c r o s s  the  1976 
t o  1979 time period is mir rored  i n  CDBG a c q u i s i t i o n  and c l ea rance  spending. 
The r o l e  of spending f o r  a c q u i s i t i o n 8  and c l ea rance  p r o j e c t s  a l s o  dec l ined  as 
t h e  CDBG programs matured. I n  the  first yea r ,  a c q u i s i t i o n  and c l ea rance  
p r o j e c t s  accounted for  one- f i f t h  of spending. By 1979, such a c t i v i t y  
accounted f o r  on ly  14 pe rcen t  o f  t o t a l  CDBG expendi tures .  

64  



O v e r a l l ,  a c q u i s i t i o n  and c l e a r a n s e  a c t i v i t y  meant t h a t  many unsafe  buldings 
and hazardous cond i t i ons  were e l imina ted  from t h e  community and  t h a t  s i t es  
were acqui red  f o r  f u t u r e  park o r  housing p r o j e c t s .  Communities acquired land 
w i t h  CDBG funds so t h a t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of rental  u n i t s  under a v a r i e t y  of  s t a t e  
and federal  programs could proceed. In f a c t ,  CDBG a c q u i s i t i o n  spending took 
p l a c e  i n  conjunc t ion  w i t h  t h e  provis ion  of about 11,500 u n i t s  o f  Sec t ion  8 New 
Cons t ruc t ion  f o r  E l d e r l y  Persons ,  12,600 h b l i c  Housing units, and 6000 
S e c t i o n  8 New Construct ion fami ly  u n i t s .  CDBG funds assis ted,  through 
a c q u i s i t i o n  o r  pub l i c  improvement p r o j e c t s ,  i n  t h e  development of  a t o t a l  of  
approximately 52,000 r e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  t he se  u n i t s  among 
v a r i o u s  federal  a s s i s t a n c e  programs i s  d e t a i l e d  i n  Appendix A-Section 3. 

FIGURE 4-4 

CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR ACOUISITION A C T I V I T I E S  
BY PROGRAM YEARS, ie7s-ie7g 
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Demolition a c t i v i t y  accounted f o r  less than three percent  o f  community 
development expend i tu re s  i n  each o f  t h e  first f i v e  yea r s  of t h e  program. 
However, wi th  . these  funds communities e l imina ted  over  69,000 bu i ld ings  which 
were determined by t h e  l o c a l  communities t o  be unsafe  o r  unsu i t ab l e .  The 
overwhelming ma jo r i t y  o f  t h o s e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  85  pe rcen t ,  were s i n g l e  family 
houses.  Only fou r  percent  were r e n t a l  bu i ld ings ,  and only  6 percent  were 
b u s i n e s s  s t r u c t u r e s .  
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STRUCTURES DEMOLISHED WITH CDBG FUNDS 

NUMBER NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
OF RENTAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL OTHER 
HOUSES BUILDINGS BUILDINGS BUILDINGS BUILDINGS TOTAL 

59,078 2,805 3,971 235 2,935 69,021 

Although most demol i t ion  was o f  houses,  there were communities t h a t  undertook 
demoli t ion o f  a s i g n i f i c a n t  number of  o the r  s t r u c t u r e s  as well. Communities 
i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l  r eg ion  demolished a number of  non- res iden t i a l  and non- 
bus iness  s t r u c t u r e s ,  an average o f  35 such s t r u c t u r e s  i n  44 c i t i e s .  Three 
g r a n t e e s  wi th  popu la t i ons  over  one m i l l i o n  c l e a r e d  544 o f  these s t r u c t u r e s .  

With regard t o  distress,  t h e  type  of bu i ld ings  cleared va r i ed  somewhat a c r o s s  
communities. The most distressed communities w i t h  demoli t ion programs 
demolished about  115 houses each, while less distressed j u r i s d i c t i o n s  cleared 
about  80 t o  90 houses.  Although h ighly  d i s t r e s s e d  communities cleared three 
times as many r e n t a l  b u i l d i n g s ,  they  e l imina ted  about t h e  same number o f  
commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  b u i l d i n g s  as lesser distressed j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  I n  
f ac t ,  c l ea rance  o f  r e n t a l  bu i ld ings  accounted f o r  seven percent  o f  demol i t ion  
a c t i v i t y  i n  the  most distressed communities bu t  on ly  two percent  i n  lesser 
distressed communities. 

CDBG demoli t ion a c t i v i t y  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  e l imina t ion  of about 75,000 
r e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s ,  mostly i n  s i n g l e  family bu i ld ings .  One-half o f  a l l  
r e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s  cleared were i n  t h e  most distressed communities. Smaller  
c i t i e s  ahd communities i n  t h e  South were r e spons ib l e  f o r  the  removal o f  more 
r e s i d e n t i a l  u n i t s  t han  larger communities and communities i n  o t h e r  reg ions  of 
the  country.  There,  g r a n t e e s  wi th  c l ea rance  programs averaged 172 cleared 
apariments .  

RESIDENTIAL UNITS DEMOLISHED W I T H  CDBG FUNDS 

NUMBER I N  NUMBER I N  NUMBER I N  
SINGLE FAMILY MULTIFAMILY OTHER TOTAL 
BUILDINGS BUILDINGS BUILDINGS NUMBER 

66,802 19,012 3,130 88,944 

PUBLIC SERVICE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

S e r v i c e s  t o  families and i n d i v i d u a l s  have c o n s i s t e n t l y  accounted f o r  about  
one- eighth of a l l  CDBG community development spending; Even though CDBG 
p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  ac t iv i t i e s  remained minor i n  t h e  aggregate, the  s e r v i c e s  
complemented o t h e r  p h y s i c a l  improvement a c t i v i t i e s .  Over t h e  yea r s  covered by 
t h e  survey ,  t h e  range, of p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  was broad, and t h e  
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d i s t r i b u t i o n  of spending  *among . .service c a t e g o r i e s  remained s table .  Publ ic  
services were provided i n  t h e  form of c h i l d  care, h e a l t h  care, s e r v i c e s  t o  
e l d e r l y  and youths ,  p o l i c e  s e r v i c e ,  housing counseling; and a myriad of o t h e r  
s e r v i c e s ,  such  as crisis c e n t e r s ,  t r a i n i n g , p r o g r a m s ,  and community groups 
suppor t .  

F I G U R E  4-5 

SPENDING FOR PUBLIC SERVICE ACTIVITIES 
BY PROGRAM YEARS, 1875-1978 

I875 

I976 

1977 

1978 

I979 

HEALTH CARE 

0 10  20 30 40 50 60 70 80 oa 108 
PERCENT 

n 
Communities provided pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  w i t h  f u l l  o r  p a r t i a l  CDBG funding. They 
suppor ted  over  23,000,000 days  of c h i l d  care, and they se rv i ced  e l d e r l y  
persons some 26,000,000 times--usually wi th  meals or home v i s i t s .  I n d i v i d u a l s  
w i t h  h e a l t h  care needs were assisted over  6,000,000 times. 

DAYS OF  
C H I L D  
CARE 

23,311,764 

NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS 
COUNSELED 

760 , 532 

S E R V I C E S  PROVIDED WITH CDBG FUNDS 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
S E R V I C E S  T O  S E R V I C E S  FOR 
ELDERLY HEALTH CARE 

26 , 372,585 6,621,179 

NUMBER OF DAYS OF  
S E R V I C E S  TO P O L I C E  
YOUTH S E R V I C E  

17,462,425 1,002,656 
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Many En t i t l emen t  Communities supported ex tens ive  and va r i ed  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e  
programs. Roughly 150 c i t i e s  o f f e r ed  programs i n  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  of  c h i l d  
care, e l d e r l y ,  youth ,  household counsel ing; ,  and hea l th  care. More Hold 
Harmless Cit ies  provided h e a l t h  care programs than any o t h e r  s e r v i c e .  

Pub l i c  s e r v i c e  programs were most a c t i v e  i n  t h e  most distressed communities. 
On average ,  the  most distressed communities provided about  150,000 u n i t s  of 
s e r v i c e  t o  e l d e r l y  persons ,  more than  twice t h e  average amount of lesser 
distressed communities' programs. With regard t o  h e a l t h  care, a dis t ressed 
community s e rv i ced  f o u r  times more persons and e ight  times more youths.  In  
a d d i t i o n ,  p o l i c e  s e r v i c e  i n  t h e  most distressed communities was supported a t  
f i v e  times t h e  l e v e l  o f  lesser dis t ressed communities. CDBG pub l i c  s e r v i c e  
programs assisted far more r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h e  most distressed communities than  
i n  less distressed communities. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Although t h e  Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974 d i d  n o t  i nc lude  
economic development among its n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  u n t i l  it was added by t h e  
1977 -Amendments t o  t h e  Act, many communities used CDBG funds t o  s t i m u l a t e  
commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  development and t o  create jobs  f o r  low- and 
moderate-income people  throughout t h e  f i v e  years .  The 1977 Housing and 

I Connnunity Development Act Amendments added economic development as an 
a d d i t o n a l  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  and included s p e c i f i c  e l i g ib l e  a c t i v i t i e s  
g r a n t e e s  could fund. Because economic development was no t  a n a t i o n a l  
o b j e c t i v e  i n  i ts own r i g h t  p r i o r  t o  1977, it rece ived  a r e l a t i v e l y  low 
p ropor t i on  of  CDBG funds.  Through t h e  first t h r e e  y e a r s ,  economic development 
spending accounted f o r  on ly  about f i v e  percent  of CDBG funds but  i n  1979, t h e  
amount expended rose t o  12 percent .  That year  was t h e  first i n  which t h e r e  
was a s e p a r a t e  budget l i n e  f o r  economic development i n  t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n .  

Grantees  undertook a wide v a r i e t y  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  wi th  these funds. Acquis i t ion  
of p rope r ty  f o r  commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  purposes accounted f o r  one- third o f  
economic development spending dur ing  t h e  1975 t o  1979 per iod .  Acquis i t ion  of  
p rope r ty  f o r  economic development purposes decl ined and remained stable a t  
about  30 percent  of the  economic development t o t a l  fo l lowing  a first year  h igh  
of 48 percent .  Spending f o r  p u b l i c  improvements f o r  economic development 
surged dur ing  t h e  second and t h i r d  y e a r s ,  but  has r e tu rned  t o  a more modest 
l e v e l  of 17 pe rcen t  o f  economic development spending. I n  every y e a r ,  
i n c r e a s i n g  p ropor t i ons  o f  funds were devoted t o  l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i on  
(LDCs) a c t i v i t i e s .  In t h e  last two y e a r s  about o n e- f i f t h  of CDBG economic 
development spending suppor ted  l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons .  
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F I G U R E  4-6 

SPENDING FOR ECONOflIC DEVELOPWENT ACTIVITIES 
BY PROGRAH YEARS, 1975-1079 
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CDBG funds made p o s s i b l e  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  approximtely 4,000 acres f o r  both 
commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  economic development dur ing  t h e  first f i v e  years .  
Seventy percent  o f  t h e  acreage was acquired i n  t h e  Northeast  and i n  t h e  
South. On average ,  g r a n t e e s  acqu i r ed  more acreage f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  development 
than f o r  commercial development, s i n c e  i n d u s t r i a l  firms requ i r ed  more land f o r  
development. Smaller c i t ies  ( t h o s e  w i t h  under 100,000 persons)  acqui red  
i n d u s t r i a l  land a t  an average  o f  43.9 acres each, wh i l e  larger j u r i s d i c t i o n s  
acqu i r ed  land  f o r  t h e  same purpose i n  much lower amounts. Communities a t  a l l  
distress l e v e l s  procured n e a r l y  t h e  same acreage both f o r  commercial and f o r  
i n d u s t r i a l  development, about  7 acres f o r  t h e  former and 30 acres f o r  t h e  
l a t te r .  

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WITH CDBG FUNDS 

ACRES FOR ACRES FOR NUMBER OF NUMBER O F  
COMMERCIAL I N D U S T R I A L  JOBS JOBS 
DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT GENERATED R E T A I N E D  

1,289 2,832 145,992 126,018 
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N a t i o n a l l y ,  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  communities r e p o r t e d  t h a t  approx imate ly  146,000 
jobs were created and 126,000 jobs were r e t a i n e d  d u r i n g  t h e  f i v e  y e a r s  th rough  
t h e  u s e  of CDBG funds  f o r  economic development. It shou ld  be emphasized t h a t  
these f i g u r e s  o n l y  a p p l y  to  j o b s  created and r e t a i n e d  through CDBG economic 
development e x p e n d i t u r e s  (which account  f o r  o n l y  a r e l a t i v e l y  s m a l l  p a r t  of 
t h e  program) and n o t  t h e  t o t a l  j o b s  created and r e t a i n e d  through t h e  t o t a l  
program. Th i r ty- seven  p e r c e n t  of t h e  jobs created th rough  CDBG economic 
development a c t i v i t i e s  were located i n  t h e  N o r t h e a s t  and twenty- two p e r c e n t  
were located i n  the  West. O f  the  jobs r e t a i n e d  th rough  t h e  use  o f  CDBG f u n d s ,  
approx imate ly  60 p e r c e n t  o f  them were located i n  t h e  Northeast and 25 p e r c e n t  
were located i n  t h e  North C e n t r a l  c e n s u s  r e g i o n s .  

J The most d i s t r e s s e d  communities accounted for a large number o f  j o b s  g e n e r a t e d  
(116,500)  and r e t a i n e d  (106 ,000) ,  a n  amount t e n  times greater t h a n  the  least  
distressed communities. The average  most distressed g r a n t e e  created 1,044 
jobs and r e t a i n e d  1,129 jobs th rough  t h e  f u l l  or  p a r t i a l  CDBG fund ing .  
C o n s i d e r i n g . t h a t  t h e  most d i s t r e s s e d  communities received 52 p e r c e n t  of a l l  
CDBG funds  and t h e  least  distressed r e c e i v e d  27 p e r c e n t ,  these d a t a  i n d i c a t e  
t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  greater emphasis  p laced  on employment i n  t h e  most d is t ressed 
communities.  

Approximately one- th i rd  of a l l  g r a n t e e s  i n  t h e  Uni ted S t a t e s  developed w r i t t e n  
economic development s t r a t e g i e s  for u t i l i z i n g  CDBG funds .  These strategies 
o f t e n  i n c l u d e d  p l a n s  t o .  a t t r a c t ,  r e t a i n ,  and expand b u s i n e s s  firms. Seventy-  
e igh t  p e r c e n t  of t h o s e  g r a n t e e s  w i t h  w r i t t e n  economic development s t r a t e g i e s  
i n d i c a t e d  b u s i n e s s  a t t r a c t i o n  was an  e lement  of t h e i r  s t r a t e g y ,  67 p e r c e n t  
emphasized b u s i n e s s  expans ion ,  and 77 p e r c e n t  emphasized b u s i n e s s  r e t e n t i o n .  
Four o u t  of f i v e  g r a n t e e s  w i t h  a w r i t t e n  s t r a t e g y  mentioned downtown 
development as an  e lement  of t h e i r  s t r a t e g y ;  and ,  f i n a l l y ,  t h r e e- q u a r t e r s  
i n d i c a t e d  j o b  c r e a t i o n  was an  e lement  of t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

I n  summary, t h e  purpose  of t h i s  c h a p t e r  h a s  been t o  p r o v i d e  an overview o f  
n a t i o n a l  accomplishments  suppor ted  by CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds.  F i n d i n g s  are 
based upon weighted r e s p o n s e s  from i n f o r m a t i o n  provided by e n t i t l e m e n t  
g r a n t e e s  t o  a 1980 n a t i o n w i d e  survey.  A s  s u c h ,  t h e  in format ion  p r e s e n t e d  i n  
t h i s  c h a p t e r  r e p r e s e n t s  an i n i t i a l  and unique a t t e m p t  a t  p r o v i d i n g  i n s i g h t  
i n t o  j u s t  what CDBG fund ing  h a s  meant i n  t e rms  of a c t u a l  p h y s i c a l  and s o c i a l  
accomplishments.  

The in format ion  c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  and i ts r e s p e c t i v e  appendices  a l s o  
offers i n d i v i d u a l  communities a basis for judg ing  t h e i r  accomplishments 
compared w i t h  o t h e r  similar communities.  These data p r o v i d e  a bench mark 
a g a i n s t  which Congress  can assess t h e  n a t i o n a l  program and communities,  p u b l i c  
i n t e r e s t  g roups ,  local  leaders, and c i t i z e n s  can  assess the i r  own community 
development programs. 

The f i n a l  c h a p t e r ,  comprised of f i v e  s e c t i o n s ,  d i s c u s s e s  i s s u e s  which are  
i m p o r t a n t  t o  t h e  s c o p e  and d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  CDBG program. 



FOOTNOTES 

'CDBG funds  are d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  communities through t h e  E n t i t l e m e n t ,  Small 
Cities,  S e c r e t a r y ' s  Fund, and F i n a n c i a l  S e t t l e m e n t  programs, This Chapter 
d i s c u s s e s  o n l y  e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t e e  accomplishments.  Appendix A - I 1 1  p r o v i d e s  
d e t a i l e d  accomplishment i n f o r m a t i o n  by t h e  t h r e e  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  t y p e s  of 
communities: E n t i t l e m e n t  Cities,  Urban Count ies ,  and Hold Harmless Cities.  

2A d i s c u s s i o n  of the  1980 CDBG Accomplishment Survey is  found i n  t h e  
Methodological  Appendix. The d i s c u s s i o n  i n c l u d e s  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of survey  
r e s p o n d e n t s  and t h e  we igh t ing  scheme employed t o  produce n a t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s .  

3Because responden ts  i n  t h e  1980 Accomplishments Survey were asked t o  c r o s s  
CDBG budget l i n e s ,  a c t i v i t i e s  c a t e g o r i z e d  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  are n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  
compat ib le  w i t h  p r e v i o u s  d e f i n i t i o n s .  Throughout t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  are used. 

I 
d 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  i n  t h e  CDBG Accomplishments Survey was d e f i n e d  as: A l l  
a c t i v i t i e s  having t o  do w i t h  r e c o n s t r u c t i n g  or r e p a i r i n g  homes or b u i l d i n g s ,  
i n c l u d i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  shown i n  t h e  HUD CDBG budget forms under " R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
Loans and G r a n t s , "  p l u s  other a c t i v i t i e s  i n c l u d i n g  t h o s e  which might be l i s t e d  
under  t h e  budget l i n e s  "Completion of Urban Renewal P r o j e c t s  ,lt ' 'Continuation r 

I 
o f  Model Ci t ies  A c t i v i t i e s , "  or "Clearance,  Demolit ion and R e h a b i l i t a t i o n . "  I 

P u b l i c  Improvements i n  t h e  CDBG Accomplishments Survey was d e f i n e d  as: ' A l l  
street improvements, water and sewer improvements, p a r k s ,  p laygrounds and 
o t h e r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  improvements, s e n i o r  c e n t e r s ,  neighborhood f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 
o t h e r  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements. Improvements o r d i n a r i l y  c o n s i d e r e d  
comple t ion  or  c o n t i n u a t i o n  af Urban Renewal or Model Ci t ies  a c t i v i t i e s  were 
i n c l u d e d .  P u b l i c  improvements for  economic development were n o t  i n c l u d e d .  

Because A c q u i s i t i o n  of Real P r o p e r t y  and Clea rance  and Demoli t ion sometimes 
o c c u r  t o g e t h e r ,  t h e s e  two a c t i v i t i e s  are grouped together. A c q u i s i t i o n  was 
def ined i n  t h e  CDBG Accomplishments Survey as: A c t i v i t i e s  having t o  do w i t h  
t a k i n g  t i t l e  t o  real p r o p e r t y  shown i n  t h e  HUD CDBG budget  forms under  
" A c q u i s i t i o n  of Real Proper ty ."  Clearance  and Demoli t ion was d e f i n e d  as: A l l  
a c t i v i t i e s  having t o  do w i t h  c l e a r i n g  or demolishing s t r u c t u r e s  shown i n  t h e  
HUD CDBG budget  forms under  " Clearance and Demolit ion."  Both d e f i n i t i o n s  
i n c l u d e  a p p r o p r i a t e  accomplishments  under HUD budget l i n e s  'ICompletion o f  
Urban Renewal P r o j e c t s , "  and ' lCont inuat ion of Model Cities A c t i v i t i e s . "  

P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s  was d e f i n e d  i n  the  CDBG Accomplishments Survey as: A l l  
act iv i t ies  having t o  do w i t h  s e r v i c e s  t o  families and i n d i v i d u a l s  i n c l u d e d  i n  

househo lds  and i n d i v i d u a l s  shown under  t h e  budget l i n e s  "Completion of Urban 
Renewal P r o j e c t s , "  and " Cont inua t ion  of Model Cities A c t i v i t i e s "  were i n c l u d e d  
i f  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

t h e  HUD CDBG budget forms under  P u b l i c  S e r v i c e s .  Appl icab le  s e r v i c e s  t o  I 
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Econonic Development was def ined i n  t h e  CDBG Accomplishments Survey as :  A l l  
a c t i v i t i e s  shown i n  t h e  HUD CDBG budget forms under IIClearance and 
Demoli t ion,”  IIAcquisition and Publ ic  F a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have been funded f o r  
economic development purposes ,  plus a c t i v i t i e s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  des igna ted  as 
economic development, inc lud ing  commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  and 
g r a n t s  t o  non- profi t  development corpora t ions .  

‘The d e f i n i t i o n  and c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  o f  community d is t ress  t h a t  i s  used i n  t h i s  
chap te r  may be found i n  t h e  Methodological Appendix. 

5The t o t a l  exc ludes  t hose  u n i t s  t h a t  rece ived  cosmetic  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  such as 
e x t e r i o r  pa in t ing .  Therefore ,  t,he t o t a l  r e f l e c t s  s u b s t a n t i a l  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
e f f o r t s  by t h e  communities. 

6Small r e n t a l  b u i l d i n g s  i nc lude  investor-owned s t r u c t u r e s  conta in ing  one t o  
fou r  u n i t s .  Large r e n t a l  bu i ld ings  refer t o -  privately-owned s t r u c t u r e s  
c o n t a i n i n g  f i v e  o r  more units. 

‘The number of r e h a b i l i t a t e d  u n i t s  i n  1979 was much h ighe r  than r epo r t ed  here,  
s i n c e  t h e  data are complete on ly  through September 30, 1979. The ma jo r i t y  of  
En t i t l emen t  Cities (approximately 80%) had begun t h e i r  program y e a r s  between 
June and September and hence they  only  repor ted  a few months o f  a c t i v i t y .  As 
a r e s u l t ,  care should be used i n  i n t r e p r e t i n g  1979 informat ion  f o r  a l l  tables 
s i n c e  many communities were not  r e p o r t i n g  on a f u l l  program year .  

8Acquis i t ion  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  chap te r  does n o t  i nc lude  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  
promote economic development. Acquis i t ion  f o r  economic development i s  
d i scus sed  i n  t h e  f i n a l  s e c t i o n  o f  t h i s  chapter .  



CHAPTER 5: CDBG PROGRAM ISSUES 

This chapter is composed of five sections, each discussing an issue of current 
importance to the Community Development Block Grant program. These include: 
Section 1 - Expenditure Rates; Section 2 - Contract Conditioning; Section 3 - 
Neighborhood Strategy Areas; Section 4 - CDBG Economic Development; and 
Section 5 - Planned Housing Assistance. 

SECTION 1: CDBG EXPENDITURE RATES 

OVERVIEW 

Local capacity and program progress are difficult goals to measure in any 
public program. HUD has employed a variety of techniques to gauge the 
achievement of these ends in the Community Development Block Grant program. 
The measure that has been used most often on a comparative basis to assess 
local progress in the Block Grant program is the expenditure rate, the ratio 
of the total amount of Block Grant funds the locality has actyally expended to 
the total amount of community's grant over all program years. The purpose of 
this chapter is to describe the patterns and trends in the expenditure rates 
of CDBG Entitlement Communities. Consequently, this section provides a 
different perspective on implementation than did Chapter 4. 

The information used in this section was derived from a variety of sources. 
The principal source was a data base created for this analysis. This data 
base merges existing city level information and CDBG monthly expenditure rate 
data in a form which permits comparison between cities and analysis over 
time. This information was supplemented by data from other sources: CDBG 
accounting information, 1980 Grantee Performance Report data, and telephone 
survey responses. 

The overall spending rate of the Block Grant program as of December 31, 1980 
was 73 percent. The Entitlement Communities have dramatically increased 
spending in the last three years. Small Cities expenditure rate acceleration 
is of a more recent origin but has been equally dramatic. 

Four major findings were identified regarding CDBG expenditure patterns. 
First, despite' the fact that there is still a large unexpended balance in the 
Block Grant program, Entitlement Communities have made significant advances in 
improving their spending rates. Second, variation in spending rates declined 
considerably during the 1978 and 1979 program years as communities with the 
lowest rates of spending accelerated spending relative to other grantees. 
Third, the unexpended balance of CDBG funds results principally from start-up 
difficulties in the early years of the program. Fourth, CDBG expenditure 
rates are equal to or better than those for other similar Federal grant 
programs. 

Four factors were found to be sienificantly related to slower spending in the 
Block Grant program: Low levels of community distress; non-central city 
status; lack of prior categorical program experience; and high phase-in 
status. These factors are all highly interrelated. The injection of 
significant amounts of CDBG funds into communities with little or no 
experience with Federal programs or community development programs (i.e., high 
phase-in communities) apparently overloaded the capacity of those communities 
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t o  absorb t h e  new resources .  One resu l t  was i n i t i a l  d e l a y  i n  CDBG program 
implementation. 

When l o c a l  Community Development (CD)  D i r e c t o r s  were asked what t h e  major 
sources  of  de l ay  were i n  t h e i r  CD programs, they a t t r i b u t e d  de lay  most 
f r e q u e n t l y  t o  l o c a l  program o rgan iza t ion  and admin i s t r a t i on .  S i m i l a r l y ,  they 
expla ined  spending rate a c c e l e r a t i o n  i n  t h e i r  communities p r i n c i p a l l y  i n  terms 
of improved l o c a l  procedures ,  better and/or more s t a f f ,  and improved 
coo rd ina t ion .  

BACKGROUND 

S ince  the  i n c e p t i o n  of  t h e  Community Development Block Grant program, 
expendi ture  rates have been commonly used as a measure o f  program progpess .  
The basic assumption underlying t h e  use of  expendi ture  rates as a performance 
measure is tha t  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  a community t o  undertake community development 
p r o j e c t s  is  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  speed with which it expends Block Grant funds.  
Therefore ,  a g r a n t e e  which has problems i n  its community development program 
w i l l  have d i f f i c u l t y  expending CDBG funds on a t imely  basis. HUD has 
considered spending rates t o  be a u s e f u l ,  if imper fec t ,  i n d i c a t o r  o f  l o c a l  
performance, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when used i n  conce r t  w i th  o t h e r  measures. 

S ince  1977, HUD, Congress, and t h e  General Accounting Office have expressed 
con t inu ing  i n t e r e s t  i n  and/or  crit icism o f  expendi ture  rates and t h e  balance 
of unexpended funds i n  t h e  CDBG program. Although each viewed t h e  issue 
somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y ,  there  was one common thread  o f  concern: Low expendi ture  
rates i n d i c a t e  con t inu ing  l o c a l  i n a b i l i t y  t o  implement t h e  Block Grant program 
exped i t i ous ly .  

The GAO raised an a d d i t i o n a l  i s s u e  i n  a brief r e p o r t  publ ished i n  August, 1980 
(CED-80-137). Th i s  r e p o r t  expressed concern about  p o t e n t i a l  program abuses  
t h a t  might r e s u l t  from HUD's  e f f o r t s  t o  accelerate l o c a l  CDBG spending. It 
raised t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  communities might make inapprop r i a t e  changes i n  
l o c a l  p r o j e c t s  t o  increase their spending,  thereby  d i r e c t i n g  l o c a l  e f f o r t s  
away from t h e  genuine needs o f  t h e  community. 

Although a br ief  examination of  expendi ture  rates i n  the  major Block Grant 
component programs is provided,  t h e  focus  o f  t h i s  chap te r  w i l l  be on 
En t i t l emen t  Communities. Two cons ide ra t i ons  account  f o r  t h i s  emphasis. 
F i r s t ,  t h e  En t i t l emen t  Community program c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  greatest s h a r e  of 
CDBG funding (78 p e r c e n t )  and,  consequent ly ,  t h e  greatest s h a r e  o f  t h e  
unexpended balance.  This  program a l s o  has  attracted most a t t e n t i o n  when t h e  
spending rate i s s u e  has been raised by Congress, t h e  GAO, and HUD i t se l f .  
Moreover, because e n t i t l e m e n t  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  r ece ive  cont inued annual  funding 
it i s  p o s s i b l e  t o  com are and t o  trace t h e  progress  of  t h e  same En t i t l emen t  
Cornun i t i e s  over  time. 9 

EXPENDITURE RATES BY PROGRAM CATEGORIES 

As has  been noted  i n  p rev ious  c h a p t e r s ,  t h e  Community Development Block Grant  
program is n o t  one program but  a v a r i e t y  of programs. Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  a 
program wi th  such varying purposes ,  target popula t ions ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
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mechanisms, and a p p l i c a t i o n  requirements  a l s o  d i s p l a y s  varying spending 
p a t t e r n s .  Table 5-1-1 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  spending rates among CDBG 

examination of t h i s  table r e v e a l s  t h a t ,  as of December 31, 1980, 73 percent  of 
all funds a l l o c a t e d  t o  a l l  Block Grant r e c i p i e n t  communities between FY1975 
and FY1980 had been expended. 

programs w i t h  t h e  cumulat ive expendi ture  rates f o r  each program. An 

TABLE 5 - 1-1 

DISBURSEMENT RATE OF CDBG FUNDS BY PROGR, 
AS OF DECEMBER 31, IQSO 

PROGRAM 

M AND FISCAL YEAR 

FISCAL V U A  

18751076 1977 1978 1870 1- C w r l h I .  

89 6% 89 4% 95 8% 56 2% 7.2% 74 7% 
09.6% 0 9 . 4 ~ .  96.6% 56.5% 1.2% 73 4 */a 
09.6% W.8% 64.8% 48.1% - 83.2% 

99 5 % 97.2% 92.2% 67.0% 15.2% 6&7% 
09 3% 97.3% 60.0% 62.9% 14.3% 64.2% 
09.6% 97.2% 93.1 % 68.7% 15.5% 67.7% 

92.5% 04.3% 69 1 */a 47.7% 18.8% 60.3% 

96.0% 62.0% 68.0% 34.0% 100.0*/a 71.3% 

Ent i t l emen t  ProRram. Table  5-1-2 p r e s e n t s  cumulative drawdown rates  a t  t h e  
end o f  FY1980 f o r  e n t i t l e m e n t  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  inc luding - .Metro Ci t ies ,  Urban 
Counties ,  and Hold Harmless Communities. It i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  Urban Counties  i n  
t h e  aggregate are spending Block Grant monies more slowly than  t h e i r  Metro 
C i ty  coun te rpa r t s .  

d 
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Natu ra l l y ,  because there have been no a d d i t i o n a l  a l l o c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  Hold 
Harmless program, t h e  spending rates are now very high.  However, s i n c e  t h i s  
segment has p rog re s s ive ly  decreased i n  s i z e ,  t h e  effect o f  t h i s  high r a t e  of 
spending on the s p e n d i n g . r a t e s  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  CDBG program is n e g l i g i b l e .  

Small  Cities Program. 

Table 5-1-1 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Discre t ionary  o r  Small  Cities program has a 
lower aggregate spend ing .  rate (67 pe rcen t )  than  t h e  Ent i t l ement  program. 
However, t h e r e  is  evidence t h a t  there has been a dramatic a c c e l e r a t i o n  i n  t h e  
spending rate o f  communities i n  the  Small Cities program. F igure  5-1-1 
s u g g e s t s  t h a t  spending rates are i n c r e a s i n g -i n  both t h e  En t i t l emen t  and Small 
Cities programs with t h e  Small Cities i n  t h e  first q u a r t e r  of FY1981 spending 
a t  a greater rate than t h e i r  Ent i t l ement  coun te rpa r t s .  Average monthly 
spending - o f  Small Cities Communities f o r  t h e  first t h r e e  months of FY1981 is  
3 .3  times t h a t  o f  t h e  same period i n  FY1979 and two times t h a t  of  t h e  same 
period i n  FY1980. 

FIGURE 5-1-1 

OUARTERLY DRAUDOUN RATES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF PRORATED ALLOCATIONS 

FISCAL YEAR 1979-1981 
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SOURCE: C W I L E D  FROM DATA PROVIDED BY DATA SYSTEflS AND STATISTICS 
D I V I S I O N .  OFFICE OF flANAGEtENT. CObPKMITY PAWNING AND MYELOPHENT 

A s imple  comparison o f  the  p roces se s  o f  approving g r a n t e e s  i n  t h e  Ent i t l ement  
and Small Cities programs accoun t s  f o r  some d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  spending rates.  
The Small Cities a p p l i c a t i o n  p roces s  is a two-stage procedure,  involv ing  both 
p re- app l i ca t i ons  and f u l l  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  Consequently, some g r a n t  approva ls  i n  
e a r l y  program y e a r s  went o u t  after  t h e  Federa l  f i sca l  year  i n  which funds had 
been app rop r i a t ed  had ended. -11 Ci ty  g r a n t  approva ls  s t i l l  do no t  occur  
u n t i l  w e l l  i n t o  the  fiscal year .  This  means t h a t  spending rates by f i s c a l  
y e a r  s e r i o u s l y  o v e r s t a t e  t h e  amount of time Small Cities have had t o  expend 
t h e  funds before  the  Fede ra l  f i scal  year  ends. Recent e f f o r t s  have been made 
t o  s t r eaml ine  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  and approval  p roces s ,  but  g iven  t h e  n a t u r e  of  
t h e  program, some degree o f  d e l i b e r a t e n e s s  is l i k e l y  t o  remain. 
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The d i s c r e t i o n a r y  n a t u r e  of  t h e  Small Cit ies  program a l s o  accounts  f o r  some 
d i f f e r e n c e s .  Nearly h a l f  o f  t h e  g r a n t  r e c i p i e n t s  i n  any given year  are new 
p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Many of them have l i t t l e  o r  no p r i o r  exper ience  w i t h  Federa l  
programs o r  community development programs. As a consequence, a per iod of 
l e a r n i n g -t a k e s  p l a c e  dur ing  each g r a n t .  

than the  o t h e r  CDBG programs. However, t h i s  is  f o r  t h e  most p a r t  due t o  t h e  
n a t u r e  o f  the  program. Disaster funds,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  are a l l o t t e d  on ly  when 
disasters occur and, t h e r e f o r e ,  do no t  co inc ide  wi th  f i s c a l  yea r s .  The 
Technica l  Ass i s t ance  component is s u b j e c t  t o  lengthy Federa l  c o n t r a c t i n g  
procedures  t h a t  l i e  o u t s i d e  program c o n t r o l .  Competition f o r  Innovat ive  

F i n a n c i a l  Se t t l emen t  Fund. In c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  F i n a n c i a l  Se t t lement  Fund has 
experienced a r e l a t i v e l y  high rate of spending throughout t h e  program's six- 
y e a r  h i s t o r y .  This stems in part from c o n t r a c t u a l  p r econd i t i ons  which a l low 
HUD t o  withdraw g r a n t  funds from c i t i e s  t h a t  f a i l  t o  spend t h e i r  g r a n t  wi th in  
a s p e c i f i e d  date. F inanc i a l  Se t t l emen t  g r a n t e e s  have s t rong  i n c e n t i v e s  t o  
draw down funds exped i t i ous ly .  I 
PATTERNS AND TRENDS I N  RATES OF SPENDING FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

T h i s  s e c t i o n  provides  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of  p a t t e r n s  and t r e n d s  i n  rates of  
spending . in t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  Block Grant program. 

Cumulative and Annual Expendi ture  Rates. Throughout the  l i f e  of  t h e  CDBG 
program, expend i tu re  rates, however they are c a l c u l a t e d ,  have shown a s t eady  
and s i g n i f i c a n t  increase. For  i n s t a n c e ,  s i n c e  1977 t h e  cumulat ive expendi ture  
rate; the  expend i tu re  rate cumulated over a l l  y e a r s  o f  the  program, has  
i nc reased  from 42 t o  68 pe rcen t  f o r  En t i t l emen t  Communities. 
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TABLE 5-1-3 

Cumulaltve 
Elpmdtluta 
aata 

Annual 
Eiponditura 
nata 

CUMULATIVE AND ANNUAL SPENDING FOR ENTITLEMENT 
COMMUNITIES BY FISCAL YEARS 

(Dollars in Billions) 

2% 28% 42% x)% 59% 68% 

2% 52 '/D 64 % 70% 90 % 103 % 

Cumulative 
Enlitlement 

Cumulative 
Umrpndod 
Wmu 

Annual 
Unaipnkd 
BJ8- 

FISCAL YEAR 

1075 1076 9077 1078 1070 1040 

$1.84 u 92 $633 $6895 $11 60 $14 33 

$1 81 $2 82 $3 67 $4 45 U 72 U 69 

$1.81 $1.01 SO 85 SO 76 SO 27 -SO 07 

The annual  expendi ture  ra te  ( a l l  funds spen t  i n  a f iscal  year  d iv ided  by funds 
au tho r i zed  i n  t h a t  year) o f f e r s  a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  p i c t u r e  because i t  
i d e n t i f i e s  a community's performance over  a shorter time per iod .  It has a l s o  
i nc reased  dramatically. I n  1977, Ent i t l ement  Communities were expending funds 
at a rate o f  64 percent  of t h e i r  annual e n t i t l e m e n t  rate. By 1980, t h i s  
figure was 103 pe rcen t  of the i r  annual  g r an t .  I n  o t h e r  words, communities 
were, on average ,  spending more funds i n  FY1980 than  they rece ived  f o r  t h a t  
f i s c a l  year. I n  FY1980, En t i t l emen t  Communities were spending 1.8 times t h e  
amount o f  Block Grant funds t h e y  had spen t  i n  FY1977. To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  rate 
o f  spending i n d i c a t e s  local government capacity, enhancement of  capacity 
c l e a r l y  has taken place. 

Unexpended Balance. Another way t o  view spending and performance i s s u e s  is  t o  
cons ider  t h e  unexpended balance of Block Grant funds.  By t h e  end o f  FY1980, 
t he  ba lance  f o r  t h e  En t i t l emen t  program amounted t o  $4.64 b i l l i o n  o r  t h e  
equ iva l en t  xf 1.8 yea r s  o f  the  average annual  a l l o tmen t  t o  En t i t l emen t  
Communities. 

Table  5-1-3 i l l u s t r a t e s  how t h e  unexpended balance developed over  time. It 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  balance is i n  great part a v e s t i g e  o f  t h e  first yea r s  o f  
t h e  program. By t h e  end of t h e  t h i r d  y e a r  of t h e  program, 77 pe rcen t  of  t h e  
c u r r e n t  unexpended balance had been amassed. 

The annual  unexpended ba lance  ( t h e  increment added or sub t r ac t ed  from the  
cumulat ive unexpended balance i n  any f iscal  year) r e i n f o r c e s  t h i s  conclusion.  
The unexpended ba lance  i nc reased  over  t h e  first f i v e  y e a r s  of t h e  program but  
a t  p r o g r e s s i v e l y  smaller increments .  I n  FY 1980, as En t i t l emen t  r e c i p i e n t s  i n  
t h e  aggregate s p e n t  more than  t h e i r  y e a r l y  a l l o tmen t ,  t h e  unexpended ba lance  
was decreased by $70 mi l l i on .  If  t h i s  t r e n d  of accelerated spending is 
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extended i n t o  the  f u t u r e  and en t i t l emen t  a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  remain s table ,  
shr inkage  of  the  unixpended balance a l s o  should accelerate. 

Unexpended Balance and Grantee S i z e .  Figure 5-1-2 o f f e r s  y e t  another  
pe r spec t ive  on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between drawdown rate and the  unexpended 
ba lance .  Although unexpended ba lance  and rate of spending are two measures o f  
program p rog re s s ,  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  other than spending rate  e n t e r  i n t o  
e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  composition of  t h e  unexpended balanee. The f i g u r e  i l l u s t r a t e s  
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  t h e  uriexpended balance f o r  Ent i t l ement  Cities by g ran t ee  
s i ze  a t  t h e  end of  t h e i r  1979 program year .  The largest g r a n t e e s ,  because of 
t h e  fact  t h a t  they r ece ive  t h e  largest share of  CDBG funds (approximately 35 
p e r c e n t ) ,  account  f o r  t h e  largest share of t h e  unexpended balance.  

FIGURE 5-1-2 

CWUJLATIVE DRAUDOUN RATE AND W A R E  OF WXPENDED 
BALANCE BY SIZE Of ENTIlLEMENl CITY 
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Decreasing V a r i a t i o n s  in Drawdown Rates. Comparison of t h e  drawdown rates f o r  
t h e  1978 and 1979 program y e a r s  (PY) i n d i c a t e s  another  major t r end .  See 
F i g u r e  5-1-3. Not on ly  i s  the rise in rate o f  spending e v i d e n t ,  but  so is  a 
dec reas ing  v a r i a t i o n  i n  spending rates. 
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FIGURE 5-1-3 

FREOUENCIES OF CUMULATIVE DRAUDOUN RATES I N  
THE CDBG ENTITLEMENT C I T I E S  PROGRAM FOR 

PROGRAM YEARS 1978 AND 1979 
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This  dec l in ing  v a r i a t i o n  i n  drawdown rates i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  Ent i t lement  Cities 
which were r e l a t i v e l y  slow spepders  i n  t h e  p a s t  have accelerated t h e i r  
spending vis a v i s  other g ran tees .  The one- third of  t h e  c i t i e s  w i t h  t h e  
lowest  spending rates i n  PY1978 had increased  t h e i r  mean drawdown rate by more 
than  50 percent  by t h e  end of t h e  next  program year .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  one- 
t h i r d  who had t h e  h ighes t  spending rates i n  PY1978 increased  t h e i r  
expendi tures  by an average of  only three percent  i n  PY1979. 

Local Obl iga t ions  and Spending Rates. If  a g r a n t e e  has no t  drawn down a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  po r t ion  o f  its en t i t l emen t  g r a n t ,  t h e  ques t ion  arises whether i t  
has  made p rog res s  i n  implementing p r o j e c t s  s h o r t  of a c t u a l l y  having drawn down 
the funds. Table  5-1-4 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a s u b s t a n t i a l  proport ion of t h e  
agg rega te  unexpended balance has ,  i n  fac t ,  been ob l iga t ed  by Ent i t lement  
Cities. (i.e., communities have incur red  binding commitments u l t i m a t e l y  t o  pay 
o u t  money f o r  products ,  s e r v i c e s ,  or o t h e r  purposes related t o  s p e c i f i c  
p r o j e c t s . )  
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TABLE 5-1-4 

EXPENDITURES, OBLIGATIONS AND UNOBLIGATED BALANCE AS A 
PEACENTAGE OF ANNUAL ENTITLEMENT BY PROGRAM YEAR 

(n = 113) 

. 
PRoGR*Y Y U R  

1916 1976 1977 1978 1970 

@7.2% W.2% 80.6% 62 1 % 3e.8% 

0.7% 1.4% 3 0 %  20 9% 25.8% 

2.1% 3 4 */a 6 4 %  17.OVo 35 40fe 

100.0% loo 0% 100 0% loo ovb 100 0% 

Analys i s  of  a sample of  1980 Grantee Performance Reports i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
En t i t l emen t  Cities had by the  end of the i r  1979 program yea r  spen t  o r  
o b l i g a t e d  98 percent  o f  FY1975, 97 percent  o f  FY1976, 94 percent  o f  FY1977, 93 
p e r c e n t  o f  FYI978 and 65 pe rcen t  o f  FY1979 funds. Those communities had 
expended almost  a l l  o f  t h e i r  e n t i t l e m e n t s  f o r  t h e  first three program yea r s .  
F o r  FYI978 and 1979, s i g n i f i c a n t l y  smaller amounts had a c t u a l l y  been s p e n t ,  62 
pe rcen t  and 39 percent  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  However, a s i g n i f i c a n t  po r t i on  of t h e  
unexpended ba lance ,  55 pe rcen t  i n  FY1978 and 42 percent  i n  FY1979, had ,  i n  
f ac t ,  been ob l iga t ed  by t h e  En t i t l emen t  Cities. Apparently,  c i t i es  have been 
e f f e c t i v e  i n  expending or o b l i g a t i n g  a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount of t h e  t o t a l  CDBG 
funds they  rece ived  between 1975 and 1979. 

Spending Rates in Other Fede ra l  Programs. Comparison o f  cumulative 
expend i tu re  rates i n  the  CDBG program w i t h  o the r  similar Federa l  programs 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  expendi ture  rates i n  t h e  CDBG program are similar and s l i g h t l y  
higher than most o f  t h e  o t h e r  Fede ra l  programs examined. See Table 5-1-5. 
The programs selected f o r  comparison are, wi th  the  except ion  of the  
Comprehensive Employment T ra in ing  Act, large Federa l- to- loca l  phys i ca l  
development g r a n t  programs. Cumulative expendi ture  rates f o r  f i v e  o f  the  s i x  
p h y s i c a l  development g r a n t  programs are very similar,  ranging from 61 t o  71 
p e r c e n t .  The cumulat ive expendi ture  rate f o r  the  CDBG program falls near  t h e  
upper end of t h e  range a t  68 percent .  T h i s  is so d e s p i t e  t h e  fact t h a t  i t  is 
t h e  newest of  the  programs. 



TABLE 5-1-5 

CUMULATIVE ORAWDOWN RATES FOR SELECTED FEDERAL PROGRAMS, 
1980 

Compehonrlre 0 
Employmonl TrJnlng Act I al% 

Fatmorr Home Rural Dowlopmont I Mmlnlrlrrllon Qfnlr I 7 71% 

The Block Grant program, while it has a clear physical development focus, also 
has a public service component. Comparison of spending progress in the CDBG 
program with a program with a services focus like CETA offers unsurprising 
results. 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH DRAWDOWN RATES 

The previous section described expenditures rates and trends for the CDBG 
program. However, it is also necessary to describe why some Entitlement 
Communities have had higher drawdown rates than others. Two general groups of 
city characteristics were considered here: Demographic and programmatic 
variables. The demographic variables were city size, central cityhon-central 
city status, and city distress level. The programmatic variables included 
phase-in status and categorical program experience. Once the relationship 
between each variable and drawdown rate was explored, the relative effect of 
each variable was measured through a multiple regression technique. 

CETA displays a demonstrably higher rate of spending. 

City Size. There are conflicting presumptions concerning the’ impact of 
community size upon local capacity. Many small communities, it is argued, 
lacked the prior experience and administrative apparatus necessary to plan and 
implement expeditiously a community development program. Conversely, it is 
maintained that smaller communities faced less complex implementation 
challenges than their larger counterparts, thereby permitting more timely 
implementation. 

Figure 5-1-2 indicates that city size and drawdown rates are essentially the 
same among Entitlement Cities of very different sizes. 



Central City/Non-Central City. Comparison of drawdown rates between 
entitlement central cities and non-central cities (a somewhat imperfect 
surrogate for suburban communities) yielded greater variation. Central cities 
display significantly higher mean drawdown rates than do non-central cities. 
In PY1978 central cities had an average cumulative drawdown rate of 62.3 
percent while non-central cities had a rate of 54.2 percent, an 8.1 percentage 
point difference. By PY1979 the difference had narrowed somewhat to 72.3 
percent and 67.8 percent respectively. These findings are consistent with the 
belief that suburban communities, on average, were less experienced with 
Federal programs than their central city counterparts, and, therefore, were 
more likely to suffer startup problems as they built up needed administrative 
capacity. 

City Distress. It might be expected that communities with documented needs 
would possess a surplus of fully conceived community development projects and 
the incentive to carry those projects ahead towar completion. Figure 5-1-4 
reveals a clear relationship between city distres3 and drawdown rate. Less 
distressed Entitlement Cities had much lower spending rates than more 
distressed Entitlement Cities. For FY1978, the gap between the mean drawdown 
for communities with the lowest and highest distress rankings was striking, 23 
percentage points. By PY1979, the gap narrowed somewhat, but the relationship 
is still quite visible. The more distressed Entitlement Cities spent CDBG 
funds at a higher rate than less distressed Entitlement Cities. 

FIGURE 5-1-4 

Y 

REAN W L A T I V E  DRAUOOUN RATE O f  EWJTLEWNT C I T I E S  
BY DISTRESS RANCING FOR PROORAM YEmS 1070, 1079 
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DISTRESS RANKING 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and 
Development,HUD CDBG Expenditure Rate Database. 

Prior CateRorical Experience. Entitlement Cities with prior HUD categorical 
program experience had higher CDBG,,drawdown rates than those with no - -  
experience, and the more experience they had, the higher their rate of 
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expenditure. In fact, as Table 5-1-6 indicates, cities which had participated 
in two or more categorical programs had significantly higher drawdown rates 
than those with some but less involvement. Entitlement Cities with extensive 
experience with HUD categorical programs may have had higher drawdown rates 
because they had established an administrative and planning structure to 
implement Federal programs, had developed regular channels of communication 
with Federal agencies, and had built up a supply of projects ready for federal 
funding if and when new funding became available. 

CUMULATIVE QRAWDQWN RATES FOR 
ENTITLEMENT CITIES 

691 PRIOR HUB CApEGORlCAL EXPERIENCE 

53 I %  65 9% 111 
53 /"I" 65QY. w 
63 I% 72 1% 14Y 
M, 3% 7b Y% UJ 

I I 

Phase-in Status. The transition from categorical programs to the CDBG program 
involved a large grant increase for some communities. Provision was made for 
grantees who would receive significantly more funds under the CDBG formula 
than they had under the categorical programs to be "phased-into" the CDBG 
program incrementally. This provision reflected Congressional concern about 
the ability of Entitlement Cities with little or no previous experience to 
absorb and utilize rapid infusions of CDBG funds. These phase-in arrangements 
allowed such communities to receive partial entitlements for the first three 
years of the program with full entitlements thereafter. As an illustration, 
Dallas, Texas, increased its entitlement from $3.6 million in its first 
program year to almost $15 million in its third. 

The phase-in variable, then, taps several other variables--especially limited 
experience with Federal programs and the rapid injection of new CDBG funds 
into local community development programs. Table 5-1-7 indicates the 
relationship between phase-in status and drawdown rate. 
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TABLE 6 -1 -7 

CUMULATIVE ORAWDOWN RATES 
FOR ENTITLEMENT CITIES 

BY PHASE-IN STATUS 

PWC*IN STATUS 

Hcgh 
Medium 
LOW 
U W  

PROGRAM YEAR 

Number 01 
w e  t a n  Clltes 

54.6% 64.7% 
ti5 1% r4 3vu 
w 0% 7e 304 

52 1% 66 7% 143 
2J 

115 
6 Y  

The v a r i a t i o n  among t h e  four phase-in ca tegor ies  is s u b s t a n t i a l  w i t h  t h e  h igh  
phase- in communities drawing down CDBG funds at a much slower pace than lower 
phase-in communities. Enti t lement Cities which were phased- into t h e  CDBG 
program and received s u b s t a n t i a l  annual increases  i n  t he i r  CDBG ent i t lement  
amounts had more d i f f i c u l t y  expending CDBG funds than communities which 
experienced stable funding. In  PY1978, the re  was a gap of almost 17 
percentage po in t s  between the  mean drawdown r a t e  of the  high phase-in grantees  
and those  who maintained stable funding during t h e  first years of t h e  
program. I n  PY1979, t h e  gap narrowed, but  a d i f ference  of almost 10 
percentage po in t s  remained. Rase- in  c i t ies ,  as a n t i c i p a t e d ,  experienced 
greater problems implementing t h e  CDBG program than non-phase-in cities. 

Re la t ive  Impact of Selected Community Charac te r i s t i c s  on Drawdown Rate. This 
s e c t i o n  examines the  r e l a t i v e  impact of se lec ted  demographic ( c i t y  distress 
l e v e l  and population s i z e )  and programmatic (p  se- in s t a t u s ,  ca tegor ica l  
program experience,  and CDBG program d i f f i c u l t y  characteristics on CDBG 
drawdown rates. These variables were entered i n t o  a stepwise m u l t i p l e  
r eg ress ion  equation wi th  the 1978 and 1979 program year drawdown rates as 

?? 

dependent va r i ab les .  Table 5-1-8 d i s p l a y s  the  results.  9 
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TABLE 6-l-8 

STEPWISE REGRESSION OF VARIOUS CITY CHARACTERISTICS 
ON CUMULATIVE ORAWDOWN RATES 

~ 

MOGRAY Y€AR 1078 PROGRAY Y f 3 R  1070 

a 1  .a Ph..dn Stotu. A35 ,435 Phuo-ln Status 

Clty Dlrtrmrr .452 315  a t y  a. .396 - .oo? 
.038 Clty Dictrora .a4 25251 

. I 9 0  Rogm, tp.ri.ncr .406 .233 

.335 mml Olf lku l ty  .a7 .lW 

Clty SIro A59 

Program Dl l l~c~t ty  46 1 

Ptogrun Exporkna 4663 

Sourco Olltco of ErYuYm. Community PLnninO Dowlopmml HUD. E I ~ I U I O  A u m  Dua B r u  

A l l  of the  va r i ab les  except population were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  
drawdown rate for both program years.  The s i n g l e  most important va r i ab le  
explaining drawdown was the  same f o r  both years: Phase-in s t a t u s .  What t h i s  
sugges t s  is  t h a t  t h e  infus ion of Block Grant funds i n t o  communities w i t h  
minimal p r i o r  experience was the  s i n g l e  best explanation of community drawdown 
d i f f i c u l t i e s .  

However, a l l  of  t h e  factors considered are highly i n t e r r e l a t e d .  Phase-in 
communities a l s o  tend t o  be nondistressed communities w i t h  l i m i t e d  c a t e g o r i c a l  
experience. Thus, these considera t ions  are, t o  some degree, captured by the  
phase-in va r i ab le .  

COMMUNITY EXPLANATIONS OF PROGRAM DELAY AND LOCAL RESPONSES TO DELAY 

One a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  the  use of regress ion  techniques i n  examining sources of 
lower drawdown rates or program delay  is t o  interview responsib le  l o c a l  
community development o f f i c i a l s  about the  ex ten t ,  type and cause of serious 
delays t h e i r  communities have experienced. 

Resu l t s  from a survey of 150 Enti t lement C i t y  Community Development (CD) 
Directors ind ica ted  t ha t  70 percent  of the  d i r e c t o r s  replied the i r  community 
had faced s e r i o u s  ins tances  of delay in administering t h e i r  Block Grant 
program. O f  these, three q u a r t e r s  a t t r i b u t e d  delay to  l o c a l  f a c t o r s  i n t e r n a l  
t o  t h e i r  community while t h e  remainder a t t r i b u t e d  problems t o  HUD o r  t o  o the r  
e x t e r n a l  forces (e.g., weather, governmental regula t ions) .  Most CD Direc tors  
bel ieved t h a t  t h e  changes necessary t o  improve program progress and t o  
inc rease  expenditure rates were wi th in  the  scope of l o c a l  cont ro l .  See Table 
5-1-9. 
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TABLE 5-1-9 

PERCENTAGE OF CD DIRECTORS IDENTIFYING VARIOUS 
SOURCES OF MAJOR PROGRAM DELAY (WEIGHTED) 

SOURCE OF DELAY 

Local Adminstrat ion/  
S t a f f i n g  Problems 

Re la t i onsh ips  w i t h  
Other Local 
Agencies 

A c t i v i t y  o r  P r o j e c t  S p e c i f i c  
D i f f i c u l t i e s  

Ex te rna l  Problems (e.g., 
weather, federal  and s ta te  
requi rements )  

Local P o l i t i c s  

HUD-related D i f f i c u l t i e s  

C i t i z e n  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  

PERCENT 

27 % 

15% 

22% 

20% 

7% 

5% 

2% 

SOURCE: Office of  Evalua t ion .  Expenditure Rate C i t y  Telephone Survey, 
1980. 

When asked t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  major sources  o f  de lay  i n  implementing the i r  CDBG 
programs, t h e  CD D i r e c t o r s  most f r equen t ly  mentioned problems r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  
l o c a l  o rgan iza t ion  and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of t h e i r  programs (42 pe rcen t ) .  
Twenty-two pe rcen t  of t h e  CD D i r e c t o r s  described program de l ay  i n  terms o f  
s p e c i f i c  l o c a l  p r o j e c t s  or a c t i v i t i e s  rather than a t t r i b u t i n g  the  problem t o  
t h e i r  e n t i r e  community development e f f o r t .  F i n a l l y ,  s t r i c t l y  p o l i t i c a l  
concerns  (i .e. ,  l o c a l  p o l i t i c s  and c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n )  were rather 
i n f r e q u e n t l y  mentioned (9 p e r c e n t )  by t h e  CD D i r e c t o r s  as major causes  o f  
de l ay .  

When CD D i r e c t o r s  were asked what a c t i o n s  they  had taken  t o  address de lay  o r  
expend i tu re  rate d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  t hey  stressed l o c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  remedies. 
T h i r t y  three pe rcen t  of the CD D i r ec to r s  i n  communities exper ienc ing  a 
drawdown i n c r e a s e  of 20 pe rcen t  o r  more over  a 12 month per iod  cited 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  changes (either i n  s t r u c t u r e  o r  s taf f  as t h e  p r i n c i p a l  source  
of improvement. An a d d i t i o n a l  27 percent  a t t r i b u t e d  t h e  expendi ture  rate 
improvement t o  procedura l  mod i f i ca t i ons  i n  t h e i r  program. These f i g u r e s  
c o n t r a s t  d r ama t i ca l l y  w i t h  t h e  percentage r e p o r t i n g  reprogramming o f  CDBG 
funds  (5 pe rcen t )  or t h e  completion o f  major p r o j e c t s  (7 p e r c e n t )  as t h e  major 
reason  for t h e i r  drawdown a c c e l e r a t i o n .  
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I n  c o n c l u s i o n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  has descr ibed  p a t t e r n s  and t r e n d s  i n  spend ing  rates 
i n  t h e  Block Grant  program. It has also i n c l u d e d  an  assessment  of t h e  f a c t o r s  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  slower e x p e n d i t u r e  rates. 

The n e x t  s e c t i o n  d i s c u s s e s  HUD's r o l e  i n  t h e  Block Grant  program i n  more 
d e t a i l .  More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  it a n a l y z e s  t h e  use of c o n t r a c t  c o n d i t i o n i n g  i n  
t h e  Block Gran t  program. 
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SECTION 2: CDBG CONTRACT CONDITIONING 

1 approval of CDBG entitlement applications ha source of 
discussion and debate since its development and use in the early stages of the 
program. The conditonal approval of an entitlement application is an 
administrative action in which "the full entitlement amount will be approved 
but the obl ation and utilization of funds for affected activities will be 
restricted."' Because the specific condition is effective when the grant 
contract is signed by HUD and the grantee, conditional approval has come to be 
known as "contract conditioning" or simply "conditioning ." Therefore, these 
three terms will be used interchangeably throughout this section. This 
section describes the historical development of the conditional approval of 
CDBG applications. The section also presents the existing data on the extent 
and type of conditioning that has been undertaken since 1975. 

An examination of conditioning data indicates that formula Entitlement 
Communities (e.g., Metro Cities and Urban Counties) have been conditioned at a 
higher rate than Hold Harmless grantees. In addition, Urban Counties have been 
conditioned at a higher rate than Metro Cities. There has been an increase in 
the rate at which conditioning took place over the last four years. In 1977 
and 1978, twenty-eight percent of the Entitlement Communities were 
conditioned. In 1979 and 1980, thirty-nine percent of the Entitlement 
Communities were conditioned. In FY1980 Entitlement Communities were 
conditioned most frequently for HAP-related deficiencies--20 percent of the 
Entitlement Communities were conditioned for HAP-related reasons or one-half 
of the 247 conditionally approved grantees. 

In FY1980, approximately $235 million of the CDBG entitlement funds were held 
up for varying periods of time by contract conditioning. This represented 8.6 
percent of FY1980 entitlement funds. One-hundred sixty-five (67 percent) of 
the 247 conditionally approved grantees had a portion or all of their CDBG 
funds affected. 

CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF CDBG APPLICATIONS 

The concept and scope of contract conditioning has developed and expanded 
since the beginning of the CDBG program. The next section first discusses the 
use of conditioning by the Department in the early years of the CDBG 
program. The development of conditioning to cover substantive application and 
performance deficiencies is examined next. Finally, the current conditioning 
,framework is briefly described. 

Initial Conditioning. The conditional approval of CDBG applications was 
initially limited to three instances. The first CDBG program regulations, 
issued in November 1975, provided that conditional approvals could be made 

I where: (1) local environmental reviews had not yet been completed, (2) the I 

requirements concerning the non-availability of other federal funds regarding 
the provision of public services or flood or drainage facilities had not yet 
been satisfied, or ( 3 )  the use of the community's CDBG funds did not 
sufficiently protect ths Federal Government's financial interest in existing 
Urban Renewal projects. The implementation of the CDBG program with little 
advance start-up time and the attendant inexperience of most grantees, 
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especially in regard to the environmental delegation of authority, the 
operation of the yandatory 75 day review process, and the above statutory 
based requirements resulted in the extensive use of conditional approvals. 
The present regulation continues the specification of conditional approvals 
until completion of environmental reviews and the satisfaction of the non- 
availability of other federal funds test concerning the eligibtlity for 
funding of certain public services and flood or drainage facilities. 

The discussion of the approval process in the First Annual CDBG Report 
provides some insight into the early operation of conditioning. The Report 
indicates that of the 1,324 applications submitted by Entitlement Cities and 
Counties, 1,321 were approved. Three applications were disapproved because of 
Housing Assistance Plan deficiences that local officials elected not to 
correct. The report went on to state: 

Conditional approvals were an important factor for most 
recipients. A total of 86.6 percent of the entitlement city 
contracts signed by HUD contained conditions which require the 
recipient to complete some action before a portion of their 
allocation could be spent. In most cases, fund release was 
conditioned upon completion of environmental assessments and reviews 
required by Section 104(h) of the Block Grant legislation. In some 
cases, fund release was conditioned upon the recipient establishing 
that other Federal funds were not available for social service 
activities or  flood and drainage facilities. Recipients are 
gradually removing these conditions, and by December 5, 1975, 75.2 
percent of the $2,095 million in Bloc5 Grant entitlement funds 
approved was free of contract conditions. 

Data on the three conditions discussed above have not been as systematically 
collected and analyzed as those relating to substantive conditioning discussed 
in the next section. However, the HUD data system does monitor the clearance 
of environmental conditions on specific projects. Nearly all of these 
conditions are cleared within weeks of the application approval. Available 
data indicate there were 5,286 projects conditioned for environmental review 
compliance in 1977, 7,171 project conditions in 1979, and 5,990 conditions in 
1980,. 

Substantive Application and Performance Conditioning. ' The development of 
substantive conditioning has come about, in part, in response to two major 
factors: Concerns about grantee performance,inadequacies and concerns about 
whether the low- and moderate-income objectives of the Act were being met. 
The results of the first monitoring reviews began to indicate a variety of 
performance and noncompliance related findings. The first major change in the 
scope of contract conditioning was enacted in a January 1976 amendment to the 
regulations. This amendment expanded conditioning to include noncompliance 
with the law and regulations. 6 

As a result of concerns highlighted by monitoring findings, the Department 
moved to revise its performance regulations. In November 1976, the Department 
proposed new regulations (made final on January 27, 1977) to provide for (1) 
the conditioning of subsequent year grants if there is substantial evidence of 
a lack progress, nonconformance, noncompliance, or lack of continuing 
capacity? and ( 2 )  the reduction of the recipient's grant by up to the amount 
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conditionally $approved, where such condition(s) have not been satisfied.8 At 
the same time, the regulation on conditional approvals was amended to refer to 
conditioning not only for past performance, bu the expectation of future non- 
performance, based upon past performance. ' This 1977 regulation on 
performance-based conditioning remains in effect and is discussed in the next 
section. 

Concurrent with the revision of performance standards, there was a 
reorientation of HUD management policy and procedures to relate the CDBG 
program more closely to the needs of low- and moderate-{Ucome persons and to 
assure applicants' conformance to statutory objectives. Beginning with a 
Notice to the field on April 1977, HUD field offices began to conduct thorough 
application reviews which went beyond conformity with eligibility sand 
technical requiremeniq to consideration of the substance of the activities 
that were proposed. In the Notice and subsequent regulation changes, 
specific direction and emphasis was provided regarding several application 
review and approval matters including benefit to low- and moderate-income 
persons, citizen participation, and HAP goals. The conditional approval of 
CDBG entitlement grantees has become an important mechanism by which HUD has 
attempted to ensure that application and performance deficiencies are 
corrected. 

Current Conditioning Framework. The current administrative framework on the 
conditional approval of CDBG applications reflects the development of 
conditioning discussed above. Section 570.311(f) of the regulations provides 
that: 

. . .The Secretary may make a conditional approval, in which case the 
full entitlement amount will be approved but the obligation and 
utilization of funds for affected activities will be restricted. 
Conditional approvals may be made where: 

( 1 )  Local environmey3al reviews under s'ection 570.603 have not yet 
been completed; 

(2) The requirements of section 570.607 regarding the provision of 
public services nd flood or drainage facilities have not yet 
been satisfied; "or 

(3) There is substantial evidence that there has been, or there 
will be, a lack of substantial progress, nonconformance, 
noncompliance, or a lack of continuing capacity, as described 
in section 570.909. In such case, the reason for the 
conditional approval and the actions necessary to remove the 
condition shall be specified. Failure to satisfy the condition 
may result in reduction in the Tunual grant amounts pursuant to 
sections 570.910(b) or 570.911. 

Greater definition is provided on conditional approval in HUD's Handbook on reviewing and processing CDBG entitlement applications. $5 

The next section will analyze the data on the extent and type of conditioning 
from 1977 - 1980, with an emphasis on 1980. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1980 CONTRACT CONDITIONING 

Fiscal year 1980 CDBG entitlement contract conditions were reviewed concerning 
the extent of conditioning, the amount of funds affected by conditioning, the 
nature and frequency of conditioning, and the variation among Regional and 
Area Offices in conditioning. This review is confined to those substantive 
conditions which app ar in Item 18--Special Conditions and Modifications of 
the Grant Agreement. 

To the extent data permit, conditioning from FY1977, 1978, and 1979 will be 
included for purposes of comparison. 

1% 

Extent of Conditioning. In FY1980, 633 entitlement applications were 
approved. The substantial reduction from the 1294 entitlement applications 
approved in FY1979 is a result of the phase-out of some 600 Hold Harmless 
grantees from the entitlement program. Twenty-one communities did not apply 
fo r  their FY1980 CDBG entitlement amount. No applicants were disapproved, but 
one community's grant was reduced to zero for  noncompliance with HAP goals and 
one community's grant was partially reduced for repayment of ineligible 
program costs. Of the 633 approved applications, 247 (39 percent) were 
conditioned. Four communities withdrew from the program after approval 
because of HAP-related conditions. See Chapter 1 ,  Table 1-1. In 1977 and 
1978, 28 percent of the Entitlement Communities were conditioned, while in 
1979 and 1980 39 percent of these communities were conditioned. Table 5-2-1 
describes the extent of conditioning in the CDBG Entitlement Program from 1977 
to 1980. 

The number and type of conditions that have been applied to entitlement 
grantees can be viewed in several ways. See Table 5-2-1. First, an 
examination of these conditioning data indicate that formula Entitlement 
Communities (e.g., Metro Cities and Urban Counties) have been conditioned at a 
higher rate than Hold Harmless grantees. Second, the proportion of 
conditionally approved Entitlement Communities has remained the same between 
FYs 1979-1980, but is higher than the FY1977 and FY1978 levels. Third, of the 
Entitlement Communities, nearly half of the Urban Counties were conditionally 
approved in FYs 1979-1980, compared to approximately 38 percent of the 
Metropolitan Cities in those years. 

Number and Type of Conditions. In fiscal year 1980 there were 495 conditions 
imposed on 247 grantees, indicating that many grantees were conditioned in 
more than one area. See Table 5-2-2. Of the 495 conditions, 231 (47 percent) 
were conditions relating to application deficiencies (program eligibility, 
program benefit, HAP resubmission). The remaining 264 (53 percent) conditions 
were related to performance deficiencies (HAP implementation, program 
progress, fair housing and equal opportunity, and financial management). In 
1979, application related conditions were 51 percent of all conditions imposed 
and performance-related conditions were 49 percent. 
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1 TABLE 5-2-1 I 

1978 Total 1,343 1,304 31 8 24% 

(Metro Cities) (541) (143) (26 1 
(Urban Counties) (81 1 ( 29) (36)  

Entitlement Communities 622 172 28 

Hold Harmless 682 146 21 

FYI977 - FY1980 CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 
CONTRACT CONDITIONING 

~~~~ ~~~ 

1979 Total 1,335 1,294 338 26% 
Entitlement Communities 629 248 39 

(Metro Cities) ( 545 1 (207 1 (38)  
(Urban Counties) (84)  ( 4 1 )  (49)  

Hold Harmless 665 90 14 

1980 Entitlement 
Communities 658 633 247 39% 
(Metro Cities) ( 549 1 (203 1 (37)  
(Urban Counties) (84) ( 4 4 )  (52) 

I Number of Number of Approved Grantees I 
Eligible CDBG Approved Conditioned 
Communities Communities Number Percent 

1977 Total 1,359 1,313 292 22% 
ntitlement Communities 
(Metro Cities) 
(Urban Counties) 

Harmless 

597 168 28 
(519) 

(78)  
716 124 17 

I 1 
SOURCE: Compiled by the Office of Evaluation from data provided by th 
Office of Field Operations and Monitoring, Community Planning 
Development, HUD. 
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TABLE 5-2-2 

FREQUENCY AND TYPE OF FY1980 CONDITIONED ENTITLEMENT GRANTEES 
AND TOTAL CONDITIONS 

Condit ioned Grantees Condi t ions 
Percent o f  Percent o f  Percent o f  
Condit ioned A l l  Approved A1 1 

Number Grantees Grantees Number Condi t ions 

iAP 129 
(Res ubmi s s i  on) ( 18) 
( Implementat ion) (60) 
(CPD N f t i c e  
79-13 ) (51) 

'rogram E l i g i b i l i t y  79 
'rogram B e n e f i t  80 
' a i r  Housing and 
Equal Oppor tun i ty  28 
rogram Progress 35 
l ther  37 
o t a l  3883 

20% 
(3)  
(9 )  

(8 )  
12 
13 

4 
6 
6 

39% 
- 

33% 
( 4) 
(16) 

(13) 
24 
17 

8 
8 

10 
100% 

CPD Not ice  79-13 prov ides f o r  the  cond i t i ona l  approval o 
en t i t l emen t  app l i ca t i ons  proposing t o  use Block Grant funds f o  
a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  housing s i t e s  pending HUD approval o f  t h e  s p e c i f i l  
s i t e ( s )  i n  terms o f  s i t e  and neighborhood standards. 

F i  nanc i a 1 Management, Re 1 ocat  i on/Acqu i s i t  i on, C i t i z e n  P a r t i  c i p a t i o  
and o ther  cond i t i on ing  types. 

Number o f  grantees adds t o  388 because a grantee may be condi t ionel  
i n  more than one category and therefore may be double counted. 11 
FY1980, 247 Ent i t lement  Communities were condi t ioned.  

Number of t o t a l  cond i t ions  equals 495 and percent o f  condi t ionel  
grantees t o t a l s  156% because some of the  247 cond i t ioned grantee! 
were condi t ioned more than once. 

SOURCE: Compiled by t h e  O f f i c e  o f  Evaluat ion from data prov ided b: 
Operat ional  Analys is  D iv i s ion ,  Comnunity Planning and Development 
HUD. 
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In FY1980, 20 percent of all approved Entitlement Communities were conditioned 
for HAP-related reasons. In that year, 129 of the conditionally approved 
grantees were conditioned for HAP-related deficiencies 161 times. Eighteen 
grantees were conditioned for application-related (Resubmission) HAP 
deficiencies, 60 grantees were conditioned for performance-related 
(Implementation) HAP deficiencies, and 51 grantees were conditioned for HAP- 
related housing site acquisition activities. In summary, then, 52 percent of 
all conditioned grantees were conditioned for HAP-related reasons. Moreover, 
as Table 5-2-3 indicates, there was an increase from FYI977 to FYI979 in the 
proportion of conditioned grantees who were conditioned for HAP-related 
reasons. 

Twelve percent of all approved Entitlement grantees were conditioned for 
program eligibility reasons in FY1980. In that year, 32 percent of all 
conditionally approved grantees were conditioned for program eligibility. 
This represent 79 grantees with a total of 118 program eligibility 
conditions. In terms of numbers of conditions, this reason represented the 
second most frequent type of Entitlement grantee condition. In addition, 
Table 5-2-3 shows that the proportion of conditioned grantees which were 
conditioned for this reason increased between FY1977 and FY1979. 

In FY1980, 13 percent of all approved Entitlement Communities were conditioned 
for program benefit reasons. Of all conditionally approved grantees, 80 were 
conditioned for program benefit, representing a total of 85 conditions. In 
terms of absolute numbers of conditions, then, this type of conditioning was 
the third most frequent type of grantee conditioning. Thirty-two percent of 
all conditionally approved grantees were conditioned for program benefit 
reasons in FY1980. Finally, Table 5-2-3 indicates that the proportions of 
conditioned grantees which were conditioned for program benefit reasons in 
FY1978 and FYI979 were significantly lower than the FY1977 level. 

Only four percent of all approved Entitlement Communities were conditioned for 
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity reasons. Twenty-eight of all conditionally 
approved grantees were conditioned for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, 
with a total of 40 conditions. Thus, only eleven percent of all conditionally 
approved grantees were conditioned for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity 
reasons. Table 5-2-3 indicates that the proportion of conditioned grantees 
which were conditioned for these reasons decreased from FY1978 to FY1979. 

Six percent of all approved Entitlement Communities were conditioned for 
program progress reasons in FY1980. In that year, 35 grantees were 
conditionally approved for program progress with a total of 42 conditions. 
Table 5-2-3 indicates that between FY1977 and FY1979, between 14 and 21 
percent of the conditioned grantees were conditioned for program progress 
reasons. This compares to the 14 percent figure for FY1980. 

Finally, six percent of all approved Entitlemeat Communities were conditioned 
for reasons other than those cited above. These reasons include financial 
management, relocation/acquisition, citizen participation, and other 
miscellaneous reasons. This residual category of explanations for 
conditioning accounts for 15 percent of the conditioned grantees. The 
proportion of conditioned grantees which were conditioned for these reasons 
have remained relatively stable between FYI977 and FY1979 as shown in Table 5- 
2-3. 

96 



TABLE 5-2-3 

(Resubmission) -- (13) (15) -- ( 9 )  ( 8 )  
(Implementation) -- (13) (28) -- ( 9 )  (23 1 

Program Eligibilty 16 18 28 12 12 20 
Program Benefit 58 22 27 45 14 16 
FH + EO 14 32 17 11 33 13 
Program Progress 14 21 15 11 15 10 
Other 10 12 II 16 ~ 

9 8 10 
TOTAL 127% 131%' 146%' 100% 100% 100% 

Number of Total Conditions 37 1 480 597 

Number of Grantees 
Conditioned 292 318 338 

I 

FREQUENCY OF CONDITIONED ENTITLEMENT GRANTEES AND TOTAL 
CONDITIONS IN FY1977-1979 

Percentage Distribution of Percentage Distribution 
Conditioned Grantees Of Total Conditions 

1977 1978 1979 1977 1978 1979 

conditioned for each specific reasons. Grantee percentages exceed 
100 percent becase some grantees are conditioned more than once. 
For this reason, the number of total conditions exceed the number of 
grantees conditioned. 

SOURCE: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided by 
Operational Analysis Division, Community Planning and Development, 
HUD . 

Funds Affected by Conditioningr;. A condition may either impose a restriction 
on the obligation and utilization of grant funds until the condition is 
removed or permit the unrestricted use of the grant funds until such time as 
it is determined that the contract condition was not met. In either case, 
part or all of the grant funds may be the subject of the condition. ~ 

In FY1980, approximately $235 million of CDBG entitlement funds were held UD I 
for varying periods of time by contract conditioning. This represented 8.6  
percent of FY1980 Entitlement funds. One hundred sixty-five (67 percent) of 
the conditionally approved grantees had a portion or all of their CDBG funds 
affected. Of the $235 million in affected funds, $113 million involved 
conditions withholding all (with the exception of administrative costs) of 25 
grantees' entitlement funds. The remaining $122 million involved partial 
holdbacks of funds affecting 140 grantees. Table 5-2-4 below compares the 
amount of funds affected by conditioning for FY1978, FY1979, and FY1980. I 



TABLE 5-2-4 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT FUNDS AFFECTED 

BY CONDITIONAL APPROVAL 
(in millions of dollars) 

FISCAL YEAR 
FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 

Grantees Amount Grantees Amount Grantees Amount 

Funds 1304 $2,778 1294 $2,730 633 $2,720 
Entitlement 

Entire Application 
Amount Withheld 125 252 77 101 25 113 

Partial 
Holdback 78 84 151 188 140 1221 

(Total 203 336 228 289 165 2351 

Entitlement 

Hold Harmless 
Communities 110 302 169 275 165 235 

Communities 93 34 59 14 --- --- 

SOURCE: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided bj 
Operational Analysis Division, Community Planning and Development, HUD. 

The amount of FY1980 entitlement funds affected by conditions ($235 million) 
was lower than the amount of FY1979 entitlement funds ($275 million) affected 
by conditions. The number of conditionally approved grantees with a portion 
or all of their funds affected by conditions in FY1980 declined slightly from 
1979 

Region and Area Office Variations. There are significant variations in the 
extent and type of conditioning among HUD Area Offices and Regional Offices. 
The variation in conditioning ranges from a low of 16 percent in Region I 
(Boston) to a high of 60 percent of all approvals in Region IX (San 
Francisco). There is even a greater variation in the extent and type of 
conditioning among Area Offices, both nationwide and within Regions. See 
Table 5-2-5 below for FY1980 Regional totals and Appendix 5-2 for detailed 
Area Office data. 
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TABLE 5-2-5 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITY CONTRACT CONDITIONING BY HUD REGIONS 

X (Seattle) 20 
NATIONAL TOTAL 6 5  
(Metro Cities) (549 1 
(Urban Counties) . ( 84) 

Number of Percent of 
Number of CDBG Approvals Approvals 

Region CDBG Approvals Cond i toned Conditioned 

I (Boston) 55 9 16% 
I1 (New York) 79 19 24 
I11 (Philadelphia) 60 29 48 
VI (Atlanta) 86 43 50 
V (Chicago) 124 34 28 
VI (Fort Worth) 66 24 36 
VII (Kansas City) 23 9 39 
VIII (Denver) 21 1 1  52 
IX (San Francisco) 99 59 60 

10 
247 
(203) 
( 44) 

50 
39% 

( 37% 1 
( 52% 1 

- 

SOURCE: Compiled by the Office of Evaluation from data provided bj 
Operational Analysis Division, Community Planning and Development, HUD. 

Successive Conditioning. Approximately one-fourth of the approved Entitlement 
:omunities have been conditioned in two or more of the last four years. 
Sixty (60) percent of the 247 FY1980 conditionally approved entitlement 
grantees had been conditioned in one or  more prior years. Table 5-2-6 
indicates that 23 of these grantees had been consecutively conditioned since 
1977, 40 since 1978, and 51 had been conditioned in 1979 and 1980. Fourteen 
(14) grantees were conditioned for two other nonconsecutive years and 21 
grantees were conditioned in one other nonconsecutive year. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1980 SUCCESSIVE ENTITLEMENT 
COMMUNITIES CONDITIONING I,,,,,,, YEARS CONDITIONED 

I TABLE 5-2-6 

YEARS CONDITIONED’  NUMBER OF GRANTEES CONDITIONED 
1980 1979 - 1978 - 1977 

23 
40 
51 

5 
9 
8 

13 

TOTAL 149 

X X X 
X X 

X 
X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X X 
X 

__. 
X 

X X X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

TOTAL 

NUMBER OF GRANTEES CONDITIONED 
- 1977 

23 
40 
51 

5 
9 
8 

13 
149 

X 

X 
X 

X 
__. 

I 1 

I All succes s ive  cond i t i on ing  counts  are mutual ly  exc lus ive .  

SOURCE: Compiled by t h e  Office of  Evaluat ion from d a t a  provided by 
I Opera t iona l  Analysis  D iv i s ion ,  Community Planning and Development, HUD. 
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SECTION 3: NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

OVERVIEW 

The purpose of t h i s  s e c t i o n  is  t o  describe t h e  Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Area 
(NSA) component o f  t h e  CDBG program. The first o f  the  f o u r  p a r t s  i n  t h i s  
s e c t i o n  b r i e f l y  describes what a Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Area is  and what i s  
r equ i r ed  o f  a community before  it can des ignc t e  a neighborhood as an  NSA. The 
second p a r t  describes Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Area funding a t  t h e  n a t i o n a l  
l e v e l ,  and t h e  t h i r d  p a r t  is a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  NSA funding p a t t e r n s  i n  va r ious  
t ypes  of c i t ies .  I n  t h i s  t h i r d  s e c t i o n ,  NSA funding i s  descr ibed  accord ing  t o  
va r ious  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  c i t i es :  Populat ion growth'; l e v e l  o f  c i t y  distress; 
me t ropo l i t an  s t a t u s ;  pe rcen t  minor i ty  popula t ion ;  and CDBG g r a n t  s i z e .  The 
f i n a l  p a r t  describes t h e  r e l a t i v e  funding of NSAs t o  s p e c i f i c  t y p e s  of 
neighborhoods. 

The data for t h i s  s e c t i o n  were drawn from two source's. The primary source  was 
t h e  CDBG Evalua t ion  Sample o f  Ent i t l ement  Cities. The second source  was t h e  
CDBG Accomplishments Survey. I n  a l l  cases, t h e  percentages  r epo r t ed  are 
p ro j ec t ed  estimates f o r  t h e  un iverse  o f  Ent i t l ement  Cities. 

S ince  1979 t h e  ma jo r i t y  of  CDBG Ent i t l ement  Cities have des igna ted  N S A s  and 
have funded them wi th  more than hal f  of t h e i r  CDBG g r a n t  funds.  Although 
t h e s e  c i t i es  inc lude  a l l  types  of c i t i es ,  no clearly related set of  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  is c o n s i s t e n t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  funding f o r  N S A s  as compared 
t o  funding o u t s i d e  them. 

Within c i t ies ,  t h e  ma jo r i t y  o f  funds budgeted t o  NSAs is  a l l o c a t e d  t o  areas 
where r e s i d e n t s  are p r i m a r i l y  low- and moderate-income, possess  a s u b s t a n t i a l  
m ino r i t y  popula t ion  ( i .e . ,  more than  20 pe rcen t  of t h e  area's popu la t i on ) ,  and 
where s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n s  o f  the  housing s tock  were b u i l t  p r i o r  t o  1940. 

BACKGROUND 

The e x t e n t  t o  which l o c a l  CDBG funds and programs should be geograph ica l ly  
concent ra ted  i n  a l i m i t e d  number o f  target areas has  been a complex and 
d i f f i c u l t  i s s u e  t o  r e so lve .  A t  t he  l o c a l  l e v e l ,  r e q u e s t s  from community 
leaders, a long  w i th  the  lobbying by neighborhood c i t i z e n  groups,  o f t e n  r e s u l t  
i n  s t r o n g  p r e s s u r e  t o  d i s p e r s e  a l l  o r  most of  a community's CDBG funds t o  a 
large number o f  neighborhoods. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, groups i n  d e c l i n i n g  areas 
oppose the  d i s p e r s i o n  o f  CDBG funds on the  grounds t h a t  i f  CDBG funds are n o t  
spen t  i n  a concent ra ted  and coord ina ted  manner it may lead t o  a was t ing  of 
scarce r e sou rces .  

Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas (NSAs) were in t roduced  i n t o  t h e  CDBG program 
because of  concerns about  the  d i s p e r s i o n  o f  CDBG Funds by c i t ies  i n  t h e  e a r l y  
y e a r s  o f  t h e  program. This d i s p e r s i o n  was, i n  p a r t ,  a r e a c t i o n  t o  t h e  
t e rmina t ion  o f  t h e  Model Cities and Urban Renewal programs which l i m i t e d  funds  
t o  t h e  same neighborhoods f o r  many consecut ive  y e a r s  and excluded o t h e r  areas 
o f  the  c i t ies .  This  d i s p e r s i o n  a l s o  reflected l o c a l  p r e s su re s  t o  fund 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  as many areas as poss ib l e .  I n  1977, a s taf f  r e p o r t  o f  t h e  House 
Committee on Banking, Finance,  and Urban Affairs h igh l igh t ed  two concerns 
about  how CDBG funds were being a l l o c a t e d  by c i t ies .  The first concern was 
t h a t  c i t ies  were no t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  concen t r a t i ng  r e sou rces  t o  ensure  t h a t  even I 

i 
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t h e  %oncentratedvf  programs being funded could reasonably  be expected t o  meet 
the  o b j e c t i v e s  es tabl ished by t h e  c i t i e s .  The second concern was t h a t  t h e  
progqams proposed by communities gene ra l l y  were n o t  as coord ina ted  as they 
should be and t h a t  CDBG funded programs were becoming "merely a v a r i e t y  o f  
e l ig ib le  a t i v i t i e s  scattered throughout the  community without  regard t o  sound 
p lanning  .If 'i 

While t h e  enabl ing  l e g i s l a t i o n  o f  the  CDBG program does n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
r e q u i r e  the  concen t r a t i ng  of CDBG funds,  it can be concluded from t h e  
l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  a concen t r a t i on  o f  resources  was in tended  t o  be a l e g i s l a t i v e  
aim. For example, the  CDBG l e g i s l a t i o n  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  g e n e r a l  pub l i c  
fac i l i t i es ,  code enforcement,  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s ,  and some a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  
should only be funded i n  "designated community development areas ,It i n  
" d e t e r i o r a t e d  o r  d e t e r i o r a t i n g  a reas . . . toge ther  w i t h  p u b l i c  improvements and 
s e r v i c e s , "  Ifin areas where o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  assisted under t h e  t i t l e  are being 
carried o u t -  i n  a concen t r a t ed  manner," o r  i n  "areas 9 which community 
development and housing a c t i v i t i e s  are t o  be concentrated.f t  

On March 1 ,  1978, HUD i s sued  f i n a l  r e g u l a t i o n s  on t h e  CDBG progpam which 
stated i n  Sec t ion  570.301(b) tha t  due t o  the  l i m i t a t i o n s  c i t ed  above, c e r t a i n  
a c t i v i t i e s  could only be conducted i n  areas of  concent ra ted  phys ica l  
development programs. The r e g u l a t i o n s  a l s o  noted t h a t  c e r t a i n  o t h e r  HUD 
programs, such as Urban Homesteading and Sec t ion  8 S u b s t a n t i a l  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  
were designed t o  be focused i n  similar areas. CDBG g r a n t e e s  were t h e r e f o r e  
"encouraged t o  d e s i g n a t e  a p p r o p r i a t e  areas i n  which v a r i o u s  programs can be 
carried out  i n  a concent ra ted  and coordinated manner." These r e g u l a t i o n s  used 
t h e  term tfNeighborhood S t r a t e g y  Area" t o  i d e n t i f y  t hose  t ypes  of  areas. 

Local  Requirements. I n  s e l e c t i n g  a geographic area t o  be a Neighborhood 
S t r a t e g y  Area, communities have been advised t o  cons ide r  t h e  s i z e  of  t h e  area, 
t h e  s e v e r i t y  of the  problems wi th in  the  area, and the  r e sou rces  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
"produce s u b s t a n t ' a l  long- term improvements i n  t h e  area wi th in  a reasonable  
pe r iod  o f  time .If ' Communities have been given cons ide rab l e  l a t i t u d e  i n  
s e l e c t i n g  the neighborhoods t o  be des igna ted  as N S A s .  HUD, however, reviews 
t h e  NSA des igna t ions  made by ci t ies.  If a proposed NSA is n o t  adequate ly  
funded r e l a t i v e  t o  its s ize  and needs,  HUD raises t h i s  concern w i th  the  
c i t y .  A t  t h a t  time, t h e  c i t y  can suppor t  its des igna t ion  and l e v e l  o f  funding 
of t h e  NSA,  direct more funds  t o  the  N S A ,  d iminish the  s i z e  o f  t h e  NSA t o  be 
compatible  wi th  the proposed funding,  o r  drop t h e  des igna t ion  as  an  NSA. 

Cities are r equ i r ed  t o  under take  a d d i t i o n a l  a n a l y s e s -  f o r  N S A s  beyond those  
r equ i r ed  f o r  o t h e r  areas being funded under t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n .  For 
example, c i t ies  are r e q u i r e d  t o  develop a comprehensive s t r a t e g y  s ta tement  f o r  
each NSA. This s t a t e m e n t  is t o  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  assess the  community 
development and housing needs of  t h e  area. Cities . a l s o  must- i d e n t i f y  t h e  
r e sou rces  t h a t  could be used to address those  needs. The package of 
a c t i v i t i e s  and o t h e r  e f f o r t s  t h e  community p l ans  f o r  the  area must a l s o  be 
i d e n t i f i e d  and the  funding p r i o r i t y  f o r  those  a c t i v i t i e s  e s t ab l i shed .  

102 



I n  summary, t h e  Neighborhood Strategy Area was intended t o  be a t o o l  f o r  
coo rd ina t ing  and concen t r a t i ng  t h e  l i m i t e d  r e sou rces  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  community 
development. It was designed t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  those  r e sou rces  
would lead t o  s u b s t a n t i a l  improvement of d e t e r i o r a t i n g  areas i n  c i t i es .  

N S A  FUNDING AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL 

Characteristics of  NSAs. S ince  the  in t roduc t ion  of  t h e  NSA concept  i n t o  t h e  
CDBG program, approximately 75 percent  of a l l  Ent i t l ement  Cities have 
es t ab l i shed  Neighborhood Strategy Areas. On average ,  these communities have 
es tabl ished f o u r  NSAs which inc lude  one- f i f t h  of' each community's popula t ion  
and encompass roughly 15 percent  of t h e i r  land area. See Tab le  5-3-1. 

TABLE 5.3-1 

SELECTED NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREA CHARACTERISTICS 

Poreant of Awr- P m n l  A m . g e  Pmwnt of 
Entitlement Cltka Number of d Clty Papul.tlon Clty land Area 

Fundlng NSA, NSAa Por City(') In NSAB(') In NSAB(') 

75% 4.4% 20.2% 15.4% 

(')Excldea Canmunnk. Whoul NSAs. 

Source: Off lu of Ev.lu.lbn, Camnunlty Plmnlng md Dwabpmml, MU& l#a CDBD Accompll.hmentr Sum 

CDBG En t i t l emen t  Cities have budgeted about  one-half of  a l l  t h e i r  CDBG program 
funds t o  these r e l a t i v e l y  small par t s  of t h e i r  popula t ion  and community. I n  
both 1979 and 1980, the  percent  o f  CDBG funds budgeted t o  N S A s  was very 
similar. I n  1979, 49.8 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  program funds was t o  be s p e n t  i n  N S A s  
whi le  i n  1980 the  f i g u r e  was 50.9 percent .  Furthermore, when a c t i v i t i e s  t ha t  
o p e r a t e  on a citywide basis are excluded from the  c a l c u l a t i o n ,  CDBG spending 
i n  N S A s  accounts  f o r  about  60 percent  of a l l  program funds directed t o  
specific neighbohroods. See Table  5-3-2. 

CDBG Ac t iv - i t i e s  and Purposes Funded i n  NSAs. The ma jo r i t y  o f  NSA funding has 
been f o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and related a c t i v i t i e s  (31 pe rcen t )  and p u b l i c  works 
a c t i v i t i e s  (25 pe rcen t ) .  Acquis i t ion  and demoli t ion a c t i v i t i e s  and p u b l i c  
s e r v i c e  a c t i v i t i e s  each r e c e i v e  approximately 17 percent  o f  NSA funding wh i l e  
p u b l i c  f ac i l i t i e s  and open spaces a c t i v i t i e s  receive the  smallest- amounts, 6 
percent  and 4 percent  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

d 

T h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  funding p a t t e r n s  has been approximately t h e  same f o r  both 
1979 and 1980. The only  changes o f  any s i g n i f i c a n c e  between these two y e a r s  
were a s l i g h t  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  percentage o f  funds going t o  p u b l i c  works 
a c t i v i t i e s  (23 percent  t o  27 pe rcen t )  and a similar decrease i n  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
Eelated a c t i v i t i e s  (34 pe rcen t  t o  29 p e r c e n t ) .  
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YEAR 

1979 

1980 

Total 
19791980 

TABLE 5-3-2 

CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO NSAs 

AS PERCENTAGE OF ALL CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 

EXCLUDING CITYWIDE MILLIONS OF INCLUDING CITYWIDE 
DOLLARS FUNDS FUNDS 

$983.8 49.8% !%.7'/0 

$1,061.9 50.9% 62.9% 

52.045.7 50.4% 61.3% 

With regard  t o  t h e  purposes f o r  which CDBG funds have been a l l o c a t e d  wi th in  
N S A s ,  t h e  v a s t  ma jo r i t y  o f  the  funds budgeted f o r  N S A s  has  been f o r  the  
purpose of  conserving and expanding t h e  housing s tock  (43 pe rcen t )  and t o  
promote neighborhood conserva t ion  (37 pe rcen t ) .  Funding f o r  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  
purposes  rece ived  14 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  NSA funding and funding f o r  economic 
development purposes rece ived  only  6 percent .  

NSA FUNDING AND CITY CHARACTERISTICS 

NSA Coverage. Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas are n o t  created wi th  t h e  same 
frequency by a l l  c i t i e s ,  nor  do a l l  c i t i es  des igna t e  N S A s  t h a t  are of 
comparable size.  Distressed En t i t l emen t  Cities and larger c i t i e s  are more 
l i k e l y  than smaller and non- dis t ressed  communities t o  e s t a b l i s h  NSAs and t o  
designate a larger number o f  such areas. Furthermore, distressed communities 
are a l s o  more l i k e l y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  N S A s  tha t  account f o r  a larger propor t ion  o f  
bo th  the i r  popula t ion  and l and  area. See Figure  5-3-1. There is, however, no 
clear r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  s ize o f  the  c i t y  and these p r o p o r t i o n a l  
measures.  Un l ike . t he  direct l i n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c i t y  distress and t h e  
r e l a t i v e  s i z e  o f  t h e  N S A s ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  s ize o f  N S A s  and t h e  
popu la t i on  o f  t h e  c i t y  i s  c u r v i l i n e a r ;  - t h a t  is, both t h e  l a r g e s t  and . t h e  
smallest c i t i e s  e s t a b l i s h  N S A s  t h a t  are p r o p o r t i o n a l l y  larger than t h e  N S A s  i n  
medium s i z e d  ci t ies.  See F igu re  5-3-2. 

Funding Var i a t i on .  Although t h e  ma jo r i t y  of  communities d e s i g n a t e  N S A s  and 
most CDBG funds are s p e n t  i n  N S A s ,  t h i s  funding is no t  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a 
c l e a r l y  defined set o f  c i t y  characteristics. For example, c e n t r a l  c i t i es  
spend a s l i g h t l y  larger share o f  the i r  funds i n  N S A s  than do suburban 
communities. However, larger c i t i e s  and c i t i es  wi th  a decreas ing  population--  
two characteristics t y p i c a l  o f  c e n t r a l  c i t ies- - spend smaller percentages  of 
t h e i r  CDBG funds i n  N S A s  t han  do smaller, growing En t i t l emen t  Cities. 
Furthermore,  there is no appa ren t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between NSA funding and such 
characteristics as t h e  percentage  o f  a c i t y ' s  popula t ion  t h a t  is minor i ty  o r  
the  s i ze  o f  the  community's g r a n t .  
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Changes i n  NSA funding between 1979 and 1980 are a l s o  n o t  c l e a r l y  related t o  
c i t y  characteristics.  O f  the  f i v e  groups of  c i t i e s  ca t ego r i zed  accord ing  t o  
g r a n t  s i z e ,  two -groups t h a t  funded N S A s  a t  a below average rate i n  1979 
inc reased  t h e i r  funding t o  above t h e  1980 average and one ca tegory  above t h e  
1979 average  f e l l  below t h e  1980 mean. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  one ca tegory  o f  c i t y  
t h a t  funded N S A s  a t  an above average l e v e l  i n  both 1979 and 1980 d rama t i ca l l y  
d e c r e a s e d , t h e i r  funding of  such areas, dropping- from 59 pe rcen t  t o  53 percent .  

The lack o f  a clear p a t t e r n  of  NSA f'unding.and t h e  wide v a r i a t i o n  i n  NSA 
funding between 1979 and 1980 are i n d i c a t i v e  of a program t h a t  i s  s t i l l  i n  i ts 
format ive  stages and permi ts  wide choice  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l .  The d e c i s i o n s  
r ega rd ing  des igna t ing  an NSA and funding t h a t  area are p r i m a r i l y  l e f t  t o  t h e  
communities. Therefore ,  one c i t y  may d e f i n e  an NSA and fund it a t  a h igh  
l e v e l  while  a very similar c i t y  may fund their  N S A s  a t  a lower l e v e l .  
Furthermore,  t h e  s ize o f  these i n i t i a l l y  declared NSAs and t h e  amount o f  funds 
a l l o c a t e d  t o  each may o r  may n o t  be feasible. After a yea r  o r  so o f  
exper ience ,  t h e  communities and t h e  HUD Area Office, t o g e t h e r  o r  s e p a r a t e l y ,  
are l i k e l y  t o  reassess these N S A  programs. The reassessment  o f t e n  leads t o  
expansion of  some NSAs and r educ t ion  of o the r s .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  year- to- year 
funding f l u c t u a t i o n s  are f r equen t  and sometimes extreme. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS AND FUNDING OF NSAs 

Funding o f  Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas i n  both 1979 and 1980 was g e n e r a l l y  
greater i n  low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, neighborhoods w i t h  greater 
l e v e l  of distress, and neighborhoods w i t h  r e l a t i v e l y  h igher  percentages  o f  
b l a c k  popula t ion .  

O v e r a l l ,  65 pe rcen t  of NSA funding has gone i n t o  low- and moderate-income 
areas and 35 pe rcen t  t o  o t h e r  areas. However, t h i s  does n o t  mean t h a t  one- 
t h i r d  of  NSA f u n d i n g -i s  directed toward a f f l u e n t  areas of  ci t ies.  The low- and 
moderate-income d i s t i n c t i o n  is based on SMSA-wide f i g u r e s .  A community could 
t a r g e t  its funds t o  t h e  poorer  areas wi th in  i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and s t i l l  n o t  
meet t h i s  c r i t e r i o n .  When t h e  r e l a t i v e  distress l e v e l  of  t h e  areas funded by 
NSAs are examined, it is  c l e a r . t h a t  on ly  a small percentage of  these funds are 
spen t  i n  t h e  least distressed areas w i t h i n  Ent i t l ement  Cities. The m a j o r i t y  
i s  s p e n t  i n  t h e  most distressed census  t rac ts  and t h e  bulk o f  the  remainder i n  
moderately distressed areas. 

Changes i n  t h e  funding o f  NSAs between 1979 and 1980 g e n e r a l l y  s t r eng thend  t h e  
p a t t e r n  j u s t  described.  There was a 4 t o  7 percentage po in t  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  
p r o p o r t i o n a t e  funding through NSAs of areas w i t h  high distress, w i t h  h igh  
concen t r a t i ons  o f  Black r e s i d e n t s ,  and areas of lower median incomes. See 
Table 5-3-3. 
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TABLE 5-3-3 

TRACT DISTRESS 

PERCENTAGE OF NSA FUNDING BY CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

YEAR 

1979 1980 197slgeo 

PERCENT BLACK 

OK-ZOK 

2lK4K 

4lKdOK 

OlKdOK 

(I lK-lWK 

NA. 

Least Dlstmied 
Moderately D ls tmsd  
Most Dlstres80d 
NIA' 

AREA WPE 

NSAs NmNSAS 

5 o . O V O  60.6% 

8.7'/0 9.1 % 

6.5% 6.3% 

7.7'/0 5.8% 

22.9./0 13.1% 

4.2% 5.1% 

9.2% 8.6% 8.9% 

57.9% 62.3% 60.2% 
31.2% 27.7% 29.4% 

1.7% 1.4% 1.5% 

w 
Furthermore,  NSA funding is c l e a r l y  more directed toward areas wi th  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  minor i ty  popu la t i on  than is o t h e r  CDBG funding,  For example, 
f i f t y  pe rcen t  of  NSA funding occu r s  i n  census tracts t h a t  have a Black 
popula t ion  o f  less than 20 percent  o f  t h e  t o t a l .  For  o t h e r  CDBG funding,  t h e  
f i g u r e  is  61 percent .  NSA funding i n  predominantly B lack  
t han  80 percent  Black popu la t i on )  accounts  f o r  23 percent  
budgeted. In  c o n t r a s t ,  on ly  13 pe rcen t  o f  non-NSA funds 
areas. See Table 5-3-4. 

TABLE 5-3-4 

PERCENTAGE OF CDBG FUNDS 
FOR NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY TRACT PERCENT BLACK: 1979-1980 

areas (i ,e. ,  more 
o f  a l l  CDBG funds 
are spen t  i n  such 

n 



While t h e  NSA component has  been shown t o  geographica l ly  focus  Block Grant 
funds,  it is a l s o  an e f f e c t i v e  t o o l  f o r  concen t r a t i ng  Block Grant funds t o  
f u r t h e r  t h e  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  o f  us ing  these funds t o  b e n e f i t  p r i m a r i l y  low- 
and moderate-income persons.  Fu l ly  two- thirds  of a l l  the  Block Grant funds 
b e n e f i t t i n g  ,low- and moderate-income areas have been planned t o  be spen t  i n  
Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas. T h i s  element of  geog rap i ca l ly  and s o c i a l l y  
concen t r a t i ng  CDBG funds has  made it a u s e f u l  component o f  t h e  CDBG program. 

The requirement  t h a t  NSAs provide " s u b s t a n t i a l  improvement i n  a reasonable  
pe r iod  of  time" l e d  t o  an i n i t a l  concern t h a t  perhaps t h e  most d is t ressed 
areas o f  c i t i e s  would be overlooked i n  the  s e l e c t i o n  process  and t h a t  
communities would engage i n  a "triage" s t r a t e g y  emphasizing t h e  marg ina l ly  
needy areas at the  c o s t  o f  i gno r ing  the  poores t  areas. T h i s  concern appears  
t o  be unwarranted. d 
I n  1979 and 1980, 61 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  NSA funds were concent ra ted  i n  t h e  most 
distressed census t rac ts  wi th in  t h e  Ent i t l ement  Cities. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a higher 
p ropor t i on  of CDBG funds budgeted f o r  N S A s  was a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  most 
distressed t r a c t s  and a lower p ropor t i on  t o  the  least  distressed t r ac t s  than  
was CDBG funding which was n o t  budgeted f o r  NSAs. Within NSAs, 61 pe rcen t  of 
t h e  CDBG funds  went i n t o  the  most distressed census t rac ts ,  29 percent  went 
i n t o  moderately distressed tracts ,  and 9 percent  went i n t o  t h e  least 
d i s t r e s s e d  t racts .  I n  comparison, o f  CDBG funds budgeted t o  non-NSA areas, 52 
p e r c e n t  went i n t o  t h e  most distressed t rac ts ,  29 percent  went i n t o  moderately 
distressed tracts, and 16 pe rcen t  went i n t o  t h e  least distressed t rac ts .  See 
Table 5-3-5. 

The appa ren t  reason  f o r  t h i s  funding p a t t e r n  is t h e  requirement t h a t  funds 
p r i n c i p a l l y  b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income persons.  S ince  neighborhood 
distress is  h igh ly  related t o  the  income of r e s i d e n t s  of the  area, it is n o t  
s u r p r i s i n g -t h a t  CDBG funds are so directed a t  distressed areas o f  c i t ies .  Nor 
i s  it s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  NSAs are g e n e r a l l y  areas of high distress.  

I n  summary, a l l  t y p e s  o f  Ent iblement  Cities are us ing  NSAs t o  focus  on 
d e t e r i o p a t i n g -  neighborhoods and are budgeting--.a s u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n  o f  t he i r  
Block Grant  funds t o  ensure  t h a t  an impact can be made. The NSA neighborhoods 
are overwhelmingly low- and moderate-income areas and tend t o  be among t h e  
most distressed areas o f  En t i t l emen t  Cities. Furthermore, about  one-half of 
a l l  NSA funds are budgeted t o  areas w i t h  a s u b s t a n t i a l  m ino r i t y  popula t ion .  
However, c i t ies  are a l s o  u s i n g  la s i g n i f i c a n t  po r t i on  o f  t h e i r  funds f o r  such 
t h i n g s  as s p o t  work throughout  t h e  rest of the  c i t y  o r  t o  be spen t  w i th in  
specific neighborhoods i n  a less coordinated f a sh ion  than is r equ i r ed  f o r  
N S A s .  I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  approach has pe rmi t t ed  l o c a l  
governments t o  respond to  t h e i r  community development needs by concen t r a t i ng  a 
s u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n  of CDBG funds i n  designated areas whi le  s t i l l  r e t a i n i n g  
t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  address problems throughout  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  the c i t y .  

r 
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TABLE 5-3-5 
PERCENTAGE OF TRACTS FUNDED WITHIN AND OUTSIDE NSAs 

BY CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
1979- 1980 

CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

L e a s t  D i s t r e s sed  
Moderately D i s t r e s sed  
Most D i s t r e s s e d  
N/A* 

TOTAL 

PERCENTAGE - .  DISTRIBUTION 
OF FUNDS 

W I T H I N  NON-NSAS AND NSAS 
NON-NSAS NSAs TOTAL 

16% 9% 1 1  -7% 
29 29 29.4 
52 61 57.1 
2 1 1.8 

100% 100% 100.0% 
- 

*Due t o  miss ing d a t a ,  t h e  d i s t r e s s  l e v e l  o f  t h e s e  areas could n o t  be 
c a l c u l a t e d .  

SOURCE: Office of Eva lua t i on ,  Community Planning and Development, HUD; 
CDBG Eva lua t ion  Data Base. 
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SECTION 4:  CDBG ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

OVERVIEW 

The 1977 Amendments t o  t h e  Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 made 
economic development an ob jec t ive  of  t h e  Act. T h i s  sec t ion  focuses on t h e  use  
of  CDBG funds f o r  economic development i n  Enti t lement Cities. Issues t o  be 
addressed include ana lys i s  of t h e  l e v e l  of funding of economic development 
before and af ter  t h e  1977 Amendments were hplemented and t h e  degree t o  which 
c i t i e s  use t h e  newly created category f o r  Specia l ly  Authorized Economic 
Development A c t i v i t i e s .  Additional i s s u e s  concern t h e  ex ten t  t o  which t h e  
funding of economic development through the CDBG program is responsive t o  
measured economic distress i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  communities. 

In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  the  port ion of  CDBG program funds being used f o r  economic 
development is analyzed. A l l  data are drawn from t h e  CDBG Enti t lement 
Evaluation Data Base, which is described i n  t h e  Methodological Appendix. 
Funds budgeted f o r  economic development are analyzed by type of c i t y .  
Particular a t t e n t i o n  is paid t o  c i t i e s  wi th  varying l e v e l s  of economic 
distress. The distress measure used was s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed t o  gauge t h e  
economic wel l- being of communities. Through i t ,  t h e  d i f f e rences  i n  the  na ture  
and ex ten t  of CDBG economic development funding according t o  economic need can 
be analyzed. 

I n  Enti t lement Cities,  the  o v e r a l l  l e v e l  of funds allocated f o r  economic 
development i n  the CDBG progam has remained constant  s ince  1978 a t  about 10 
percent .  This is  t r u e  d e s p i t e  t h e  c rea t ion  of the  category f o r  Spec ia l ly  
Authorized Economic Development A c t i v i t i e s ,  which were first e l ig ib l e  for 
funding i n  1979 and which now account f o r  over one-half of a l l  CDBG funds 
budgeted f o r  economic development. 

, 

The funding of economic development comprised a s l i g h t l y  larger percentage of 
the  CDBG budgets i n  more distressed cit ies than i n  non-distressed ci t ies.  
Increased funding of CDBG economic development was a l s o  associated wi th  
Enti t lement Cities t h a t  are los ing  populat ion,  rece ive  larger ent i t lement  
amounts, have larger populat ions,  have large minority populat ions,  and are 
c e n t r a l ,  rather than suburban c i t i es .  

Local Development Corporations ( L D C s )  funding has increased dramatically s i n c e  
it first became e l ig ib le  i n  1979, and it now c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  largest s i n g l e  
component of CDBG economic development funding. Cities pursue economic 
development w i t h  CDBG f o r  a wide v a r i e t y  of  specific purposes, the  foremost of 
which is commercial r e v i t a l i z a t i o n .  Highly distressed c i t ies  a l s o  tend t o  
spend economic development funds t o  encourage employment oppor tun i t i e s  and t o  
create o r  expand i n d u s t r i a l  parks. 

BACKGROUND 

Economic development has been a p a r t  of the  CDBG l e g i s l a t i o n  s ince  its i n i t i a l  
passage i n  1974. I n  t h a t  year ,  the  l e g i s l a t i o n  noted t h a t  one means of 
implementing the Act was related t o  "expanding economic oppor tun i t i e s ,  
p r i n c i p a l l y  f o r  persons of  low- or moderate-income." Under t h i s  language and 
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other, language i n  t h e  Act, s e v e r a l  types  of economic development a c t i v i t i e s  
. were permit ted.  These included:  Planning and s t u d i e s ;  s i t e  p repa ra t i on  work; 

a c q u i s i t i o n ;  demol i t ion ;  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  improvement; and bus ines s  a s s i s t a n c e  
i n  former Model Cities areas. Cities cont inue t o  have the  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  fund 
economic development under t h i s  a u t h o r i t y .  

I n  1977, t h e  Act was amended t o  c l a r i f y  and expand the  r o l e  of economic 
development i n  t h e  CDBG program. Three important  changes were in t roduced .  
F i r s t ,  economic development was designated as one o f  the  n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s ,  
making it t h e  e i g h t h  o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  Act. Second, a c t i v i t i e s  designed t o  
promote economic development tha t  had not  been e l i g ib l e  under t h e  1974 Act 
were made el igible  as long as they met c e r t a i n  c r i t e r i a .  These a c t i v i t i e s  
i nc lude :  Acquis i t ion  o f  real p rope r ty  f o r  economic development; c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of  publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  promote economic 
development; and a c q u i s i t i o n ,  cons t ruc t ion  o r  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  commercial and 
i n d u s t r i a l  s t r u c t u r e s .  The a c t i v i t i e s  may be s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed  by HUD Area 
Offices i f  they  are determined t o  be app rop r i a t e  components o f  a community's 
approved economic development s t r a t e g y .  Thi rd ,  v a r i o u s  t ypes  of  non- profi t  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  were g iven  greater oppor tun i ty  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  CDBG 
program, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  economic development related a s p e c t s .  

I For  these s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed  a c t i v i t i e s ,  communities are r equ i r ed  t o  
demonstrate  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  and show they are part o f  t h e  community's o v e r a l l  
economic development s t r a t e g y  and make important c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  t h e  economic 
wel l- being of  t h e  community, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i ts low- and moderate-income 
popula t ion .  Thus, there is an added l e v e l  o f  s c r u t i n y  f o r  s p e c i a l l y  
a u t h o r i z e d  economic development a c t i v i t i e s .  When an Ent i t l ement  Community 
wants t o  undertake a c t i v i t i e s  for t h e  s p e c i f i c  purpose o f  promoting economic 
development, it is  necessary  t h a t  those  a c t i v i t i e s  f i t  i n t o  an approved 
o v e r a l l  economic development p lan  and t h a t  the a c t i v i t i e s  gene ra t e  and/or  
main ta in  s e r v i c e s  and long-term j o b s  f o r  r e s i d e n t s  w i th  low- and moderate- 
incomes.' For e f f o r t s  pursued by the  var ious  t ypes  o f  e l i g ib l e  non- profi t  
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  communities are r e spons ib l e  f o r  s ee ing  t h a t  these groups c a r r y  
ou t  economic development i n  accordance w i t h  es tabl i shed e l i g i b l i t y  cr i ter ia  
and w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  economic development strategy. 

I n  the  r e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  l e g i s l a t i o n  o f  1980, Congressional  concern w i t h  CDBG 
economic development involved ensuring t h a t  c i t ies  provide s u f f i c i e n t  
in format ion  i n  their CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  permit adequate  review by HUD. 
Under t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  a p p l i c a n t s  who wish  t o  pursue economic development w i t h  
CDBG must i nc lude  an economic development s t r a t e g y  as p a r t  o f  the  three year  
community development program. Addi t iona l ly ,  economic development p r o j e c t s  
o u t l i n e d  i n  yea r ly  a p p l i c a t i o n s  pursuant t o  the  t h r e e  year  p lan  must be 
described i n  s u f f i c i e n t  de ta i l  t o  show how they he lp  implement the  approved 
s t r a t e g y .  2 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY FUNDING 

Communities have been funding CDBG economic development s i n c e  t h e  program was 
implemented, but  t h e  first yea r  communities had the  oppor tun i ty  t o  budget CDBG 
funds  f o r  promoting economic development as a new n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  
program was 1979. I n  t h a t  y e a r ,  t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  forms were r ev i sed  t o  
i n c l u d e  s p e c i f i c  budget l i n e s  f o r  t h e  s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed  a c t i v i t i e s .  
Despi te  t h e  increased  a t t e n t i o n  t o  economic development i n  t h e  Block Grant 
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program s i n c e  1978, both a b s o l u t e  dol lars  and t h e  propor t ion  o f  CDBG program 
funds going f o r  economic development have remained stable. Table 5-4-1 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t ,  s i n c e  1978, about  11  p,ercent o f  CDBG program funds have been 
budgeted f o r  economic development. 3 

Amount Porcm! of All 
Program Fundr 

L210,075 12% 

$213,998 11% 

$221,407 11% 

5654,280 1 1 % 

6 

TABLE 5.4-1 

CDBG FUNDS BUDGETED FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 1978-1980 

YEAR 

1878 

1879 

1800 

18781880 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Both i n  terms o f  a b s o l u t e  d o l l a r  amounts and i n  terms o f  propor t ion  o f  program 
funds ,  economic development spending has remained cons t an t  s i n c e  1978. 4 

FUNDING OF SPECIALLY AUTHORIZED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 1978-1980 

The CDBG r e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  l e g i s l a t i o n  of 1977 expanded t h e  scope o f  CDBG 
economic development by pe rmi t t i ng  some prev ious ly  i n e l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be 
undertaken w i th  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  from t h e  HUD Area o f f i c e s .  Acquis i t ion  f o r  
economic development, publ ic  faci l i t ies  and improvements f o r  economic 
development, commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  f ac i l i t i e s ,  and a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l o c a l  
development c o r p o r a t i o n s ,  were first planned by Ent i t l ement  Communities i n  
t h e i r  1979 CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s .  Thus, i n  1978, none o f  the  funds budgeted f o r  
economic development were classif ied as special ly  au tho r i zed  a c t i v i t i e s .  

With 1978 as an  i n t e r i m  p e r i o d ,  communities made s i g n i f i c a n t  use of s p e c i a l l y  
au tho r i zed  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  next  two years .  I n  1979, over  40 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  
CDBG funds budgeted f o r  economic development were f o r  s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed  
p r o j e c t s .  The fo l lowing  year  a ma jo r i t y  of  CDBG economic development funds 
were s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed .  See Table 5-4-2. 
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TABLE 5-4-2 

SPECIALLY AUTHORIZED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS AS A 

(Dollars in Millions) 

PERCENTAGE OF ALL CDBG ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDING 1978.1980 

I lot01 CDBG Specially Authorlid Speclolly Authorhod . 
Economlc Dovolopmont h Porcont of lo101 YEAR Economlc Dovolopmont 

1876 

1876 

lOB0 

$218,875 

$2 13,998 

$221,407 

I 
- 

587,976 

$119,498 

- 
41 Yo 

54% 

1 

These data show t h a t  the  1977 l e g i s l a t i o n  d i d  n o t  cause a s i g n i f i c a n t  s h i f t  o f  
CDBG Ent i t l ement  C i ty  funds t o  be budgeted f o r  economic development 
spending.  Rather, t h e  new l e g i s l a t i o n  allowed communities t o  o b t a i n  special  
a u t h o r i z a t i o n  t o  use t h e  same propor t ion  of  CDBG funds f o r  more d i rec t  

I economic development a c t i v i t i e s .  

Review of  t h e  composition o f  s p e c i a l l y  au thor ized  p r o j e c t s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  one 
ca tegory  of a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e  funding o f  l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons ,  grew 
enormously between 1979 and 1980. Table 5-4-3 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  funding o f  
three of t h e  s p e c i a l l y  au thor ized  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a c q u i s i t i o n  f o r  economic 
development, p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements f o r  economic development, and 
commerical and i n d u s t r i a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  remained nea r ly  cons t an t .  Thus, most of 
t h e  i n c r e a s e  in funding of s p e c i a l l y  au thor ized  economic development 
a c t i v i t i e s  between 1979 and 1980 r e s u l t e d  from t h e  82 percent  i n c r e a s e  i n  
funding of  l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons .  

TABLE 5.4-3 

COMPOSITION OF SPECIALLY AUTHORIZED 

(Dollars in Millions) 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUN DING 1979-1 980 

COMPOSITION 

Acqulrltlon lor 
Economlc Dovolopmont 

Publlc Fmcllltkc L 

Economlc Dovolopnwnt 

Commorclol M d  
kdurtrld Frllltlor 

b c o l  Domloprmnt 
Corpor.tlonr 

TOW 

(mptov.m.ntr for 

YEAR 
~~ 

1878 1980 18791980 Porconl C h o w  

$11.518 S 11,565 s 20,083 

$21,106 $ 20.200 S 41,306 - 4% 

$17,245 S 18.428 S 35,673 + 7./0 

138,107 

t87,976 

$69,305 $107,412 

$1 19,498 $204,474 

+ 82% 

+ 36% 

r-- 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 



It should be noted t h a t  n o t  a l l  funds going t o  l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons  
went f o r  t h e  promotion of economic development. Some LDCs,  f o r  example, a l s o  
provided s o c i a l  o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s .  However, i n  1980, about 85 percent  
of  LDC a c t i v i t y  was undertaken f o r  t h e  purpose of promoting economic 
development. The funding of l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons  is, t h u s ,  a large, 
and r a p i d l y  growing area o f  CDBG economic development funding. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PURPOSE FUNDING, 1980 

The economic development strategy measure, which was used t o  gene ra t e  Table 5- 
4-1 and was used i n  prev ious  Annual Reports ,  contained a de f i c i ency  t h a t  l e d  
t o  a s l i g h t  overes t imat ion  of t h e  l e v e l  of  CDBG funding f o r  economic 
development. The s t r a t e g y  measure assumed t h a t  100 percent  o f  some budget 
l ines- - such as l o c a l  development corporations--were s o l e l y  f o r  economic 
development, and, i f  an a c t i v i t y  was undertaken i n  p a r t  t o  promote economic 
development, t h e  e n t i r e  amount budgeted to  t h a t  a c t i v i t y  should be cons idered  
as economic development. 

The economic development purpose measure, i n  c o n t r a s t ,  counted as economic 
development on ly  p r o j e c t s  communities designabed i n  the i r  CDBG appl ica tTons  
t h a t  were for the  local program purpose of promoting economic development. 
Thus, wh i l e  the p o r t i o n  of 1980 CDBG program funds budgeted t o  an economic 
development strategy is 11 percent  , t he  1980 f i g u r e  f o r  economic development 
purpose is  9 percent .  The purpose measure is a more r e f i n e d  and a c c u r a t e  
i n d i c a t o r  o f  spending, but  can only  be used t o  ana lyze  1980 data s i n c e  it was 
developed i n  t h a t  year .  

The remainder o f  t h i s  chapter describes CDBG funds budgeted by Ent i t l ement  
Cities us ng the  1980 economic development purpose i n d i c a t o r  as t h e  dependent 
v a r i a b l e .  4 
Kinds of En t i t l emen t  Cities t h a t  Budget CDBG Do l l a r s  f o r  t h e  Purpose of  
Promoting Economic Development. Among t h e  f i v e  i d e n t i f i e d  purposes f o r  which 
CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds were budgeted i n  1980 economic development was the  
local program purpose r e c e i v i n g  the  s m a l l e s t  dollar amount a t  $196,399,000 o r  
about  9 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  program funds. 

TABLE 5.4-4 

See Table  54-11. 

CDBG FUNDS BUDGETED FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

BY CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

P.rconlol CDBG 
Funds for Amount lor pwt.n( of CDBQ 
Economlc Porcont of All 

D.rolopmont COB0 Fund8 mwlopmml Dmlopmonl Funds 
Economic Economic r My DISTRESS 

7 K 

0 ./I 

11Y. 

0% 

18% 

18% 

62 % 

HI0.h 

$ 27,757 

$ 33,747 

$134,895 

8108.39s 

14% 

17% 

68 Yo 

100% 



Overa l l ,  CDBG d o l l a r s  were used t o  promote economic development most o f t e n  i n  
t h e  Ent i t l ement  Cities w i t h  demonstrated economic need. Highly dis t ressed 
c i t ies  budgeted more CDBG funds i n  terms of  abso lu t e  d o l l a r  amounts than  d i d  
either t h e  non- distressed o r  t h e  moderately distressed c i t ies .  Moreover, t h e  
h i g h l y  distressed c i t i e s  budgeted a larger percentage of  t h e i r  CDBG funds f o r  
economic development than  lesser distressed c i t ies .  While t h e  non- dis t ressed  
c i t ies  budgeted seven pe rcen t  of  their  1980 CDBG funds f o r  economic 
development and the  moderately distressed c i t i e s  budgeted 8 percent  o f  t he i r  
CDBG funds f o r  t h i s  purpose,  t h e  h igh ly  distressed c i t i e s  budgeted 11 pe rcen t  
o f  the i r  CDBG funds t o  promote economic . development. F u r t h e r ,  w h i l e  t h e  
h i g h l y  distressed c i t i es  r e c e i v e  62 percent  of CDBG program d o l l a r s ,  they 
account  f o r  69 percent  o f  t o t a l  CDBG economic development funds--again more 
t h a n  t h e i r  p ropor t i ona t e  share. See Table 5-4-4. 

T h i s  f i nd ing  t h a t  t h e  h igh ly  distressed c i t i e s  devoted more o f  t h e i r  CDBG 
monies toward promoting economic development i n  1980 i n d i c a t e s  c o n t i n u i t y  w i t  
the  t r e n d s  noted i n  a 1980 eva lua t ion  r e p o r t  on CDBG economic development. 
CDBG economic development funding also,  tended t o  account f o r  a greater 
p ropor t i on  o f  community development a c t i v i t y  i n  Ent i t l ement  Cities t h a t  have 
shown a popula t ion  d e c l i n e  between 1970 and 1976, i n  t hose  wi th  larger 
popu la t i ons ,  i n  c i t i e s  tha t  r e c e i v e  larger Block Grant e n t i t l e m e n t s ,  i n  

I 
I 

ki 
f: 

Ent i t l emen t  Cities w i t h  a greater percentage of m i n o r i t i e s  among t h e i r  
popu la t i ons ,  and i n  c e n t r a l  c i t ies .  See Figure  5-4-1. ~ 

r 
FMURE 6-41 I 

Percentego of CDBG Funds Budgeted for Economic 
Development Purpose in 1980 by City Characteristics 

2 5 r  

MOIl.88 ClIY Gr8nt Slze city Percent Clty city 
Orowth 1980 Population Mlnorlty Type 

19701976 m9m) (oool 

Clly Ch.r.~t~rlotlcs 

Composition of Economic Development Purpose. I n  t h e  En t i t l emen t  Cities, 
economic deve1opmer.t was pursued i n  many ways. For example , ci t ies  acqui red  
l a n d  f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  development; t hey  improved i n f r a s t r u c t u r e s  t o  encourage 
inc reased  commercial a c t i v i t y ;  and they  provided s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  i n  t h e  form 
of job counse l l i ng  t o  enhance community economic resources .  The fo l lowing  is  
a d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h e  t ypes  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  c i t i e s  planned f o r  the  promotion o f  
economic development and how these a c t i v i t i e s  va r i ed  among g ran t ee s .  I 
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Table 5-4-5 disaggregates the $196,399,000 Enti t lement Cities budgeted f o r  t h e  
l o c a l  program purpose of  promoting economic development i n  1980 i n t o  component 
a c t i v i t y  grouping . The program a c t i v i t i e s  repeat the  groupings presented i n  
earl ier  chapters  ,' w i t h  Specia l ly  Authorized Economic Development A c t i v i t i e s ,  
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l o c a l  development corporat ions,  and parking f a c i l i t i e s  reported 
separa te ly .  Those ca tegor ies  c o n s t i t u t e  s u b s t a n t i a l  components of CDBG 
economic development funding, and t h u s  merit m r e  ca re fu l  scrut iny .  

TABLE 5-4-5 

1980 COMPOSITION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
SPENDING ALL CITIES 

(Dollars in Millions) 

AcrrmrY 

Loc m. Coqm 

Acq. Related 

Retub. Related 

Pub. Fn. 6 Imp. For ED 

Comm. 6 Ind. F.c. 

Publk Workr 

Acq. for ED 

Puking Fat. 

PublkSmvlcos 

PUMk Faclllha 

Oprn-9 

UtAcHrHkr 

Amount Budgeted 

S 59.512 

s 37.598 

s 22,140 

S 19,359 

S 18,073 

S 13.110 

S 11.045 

S 10,407 

s 2,884 

s 1,909 

s 302 

Pucunt of CDBG 
Economic 

h l o p n e n t  Fun& 

30 YO 

19% 

11% 

10Y* 

8% 

7% 

6% 

5 */a 

2% 

1 % . 
I SlS6,399 100% 

'Less then 1%. 
Underlined Actlvltlss am Specially Authonred. 

Source: Offlce of Evalucltlon, Community PImnlng md Dcdopmml. HUR CDBG Evdua lon  Data fkse 

These Spec ia l ly  Authorized Economic Development A c t i v i t i e s  -- a c q u i s i t i o n s  f o r  
economic development, ,public fac i l i t i es  and improvements f o r  economic 
development, and commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  f ac i l i t i es  -- together  c o n s t i t u t e  
25 percent  of  CDBG economic development funding. The funding of non-profit  
l o c a l  development corporat ions is the  l a r g e s t  s i n g l e  component of CDBG 
economic development spending a t  30 percent  of the  funds. Communities funded 
l o c a l  development corpora t ions  t o  undertake a v a r i e t y  of a c t i v i t i e s .  For 
example, Buffalo,  New York made g r a n t s  and loans t o  commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  
e n t e r p r i s e s  through a large local development corporat ion.  Gary, Indiana 

115 



funded l o c a l  development corpora t ions  t o  provide t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  small 
and minority businesses. Boston, Massachusetts i l lustrates the  use of l o c a l  
development corpora t ions  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  o ther  than f o r  economic development; 
its LDCs promote s o c i a l  se rv ices  and rec rea t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s .  The $59.6 
m i l l i o n  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  l o c a l  development corporat ions i n  T a b l e  5-4-5 includes 
only LDC funds used t o  promote economic development. 

Other program a c t i v i t i e s  frequently were undertaken f o r  t h e  purpose of 
promoting economic development. For example, improvement of parking 
fac i l i t i es  t o  encourage commercial a c t i v i t y  o r  improve access  t o  businesses 
cons t i tu ted  5 percent of  economic development funding i n  1980. 

Acquisi t ion undertaken t o  promote economic development is t h e  second largest 
component of CDBG economic development budgeting, rece iv ing 19 percent of the  
funding. 

Rehab i l i t a t ion  related a c t i v i t i e s  tha t  promote economic development f requent ly  
took t h e  form of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  loan and grant  p r o j e c t s  directed toward 
neighborhood commercial areas. These comprised 11 percent  of CDBG economic 
development funding i n  1980. 

Another component of CDBG economic development includes public  works 
a c t i v i t i e s  accounting f o r  7 percent of t h e  economic development funding 
budget. These p r o j e c t s  o r d i n a r i l y  involve improvements t o  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  
such as c rea t ing  pedes t r ian  malls or improving streets i n  commercial a reas .  

When t h e  composition of spending f o r  t h e  l o c a l  program purpose of promoting 
economic development is f u r t h e r  disaggregated according t o  Entitlement C i t y  
distress l e v e l s ,  s eve ra l  t r ends  can be i d e n t i f i e d .  See Table 5-4-6. Highly 
distressed Enti t lement Cities tend t o  pursue CDBG economic development through 
t h e  funding of l o c a l  development corporations-- to a far greater ex ten t  than do 
less distressed communities--38 percent of the  economic development funds i n  
t h e  h ighly  distressed communities are channelled through LDCs. 

The non-distressed Enti t lement Cities budget only 1 percent of t he i r  CDBG 
economic development funds t o  Commercial and I n d u s t r i a l  F a c i l i t i e s ,  compared 
t o  11 percent i n  the highly distressed communities. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  18 percent 
of economic development i n  t h e  non-distressed communities comes under t h e  non- 
s p e c i a l l y  authorized rehab i l i t a t ion- re la ted  budget l i n e s ,  compared w i th  9 
pe rcen t  i n  the  highly distressed communities. 
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TABLE 5-4-6 

1980 COMPOSITION OF SPENDING 
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BY CITY DISTRESS 

(PERCENT DISTRIBUTION) 

Economic development was implemented through t h e  CDBG Enti t lement program i n  
1980 i n  a v a r i e t y  of ways. The funding of CDBG economic development 
a c t i v i t i e s  within Enti t lement Cities was targeted  t o .  p-ojec ts  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  
areas, t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  business d i s t r i c t s ,  and t o  neighborhoods. Block Grant 

worr 
Dbmurd 

17% 

10% 

18% 

15% 

1% 

13% 

7% 

8% . 
2% 

100% 

-@b 
Dbtmuod 

10Ya 

10% 

15% 

15Ya 

8% 

0% 

7% 

18% . 
1% 

100% 

8% 

11% 

5% 

5% 

2% 

2% 

1% 

0% 

100% 

I 
I 

SPECIFIC ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SUB-PURPOSES PURSUED I N  1980 
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Overall, it  p o i n t s  ou t  the  d i v e r s i t y  f o r  which CDBG economic development funds 
are used. 

SPECIFIC SUB-PURPOSE 

TABLE 5.67 

1980 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS BUDGETED 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FOR SPECIFIC SUB-PURPOSES 

Percent of Economlc 
Development Purpora Amount 

t 30,442 16% 

S 55.992 

s 30,838 

S 25,729 

S 17.676 

S 16,890 

29 % 

16% 

13% 

9% 

7% 

t 0,427 5 % 

t 1,750 

s 7,855 

$196,389 

1 Vo 

4 % 

100% 

&urn: Onke of Ev.lua.tlon, Community Plmniw md D.*.lownnt, HUD CDBO Evdudon Data Base 

The most widely c i ted s p e c i f i c  sub-purpose f o r  CDBG En t i t l emen t  Ci ty  economic 
development spending was f o r  the  r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  o f  commercial areas. Almost 
$56 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  o f  1980 CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  funds and 29 pe rcen t  o f  a l l  CDBG 
economic development spending was directed toward t h i s  purpose. The 
r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  o f  c e n t r a l  bus ines s  d i s t r i c t s  rece ived  some 16 pe rcen t  of  CDBG 
economic development funds ,  and some 29 percent  o f  the  budgeted economic 
development funds went toward the  r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  o f  neighborhood commercial 
areas and secondary commercial s t r i p s .  Moreover, t h e  seven percent  o f  
economic development funds devoted t o  r e t a i n i n g  o r  promoting e s s e n t i a l  
s e r v i c e s  was concent ra ted  i n  commercial areas. - A '  large p ropor t i on  o f  funds ,  
none the l e s s ,  went toward t h e  expansion of  job  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  ( 1 6 .  pe rcen t )  and 
the  expansion o r  c r e a t i o n  o f  i n d u s t r i a l  areas (13 p e r c e n t ) .  Smaller amounts 
were u t i l i z e d  as s t a r t u p  c o s t s  of  LDCs,  as matching funds ,  and f o r  t h e  
a s s i s t a n c e  of small and mino r i t y  bus inesses .  

d 

All Ent i t l emen t  Cities,  regardless of  economic need,  p l a c e  a high degree o f  
emphasis on r e v i t a l i z i n g  commercial areas, as Table 5-4-8 i n d i c a t e s .  
Impor tan t  d i f f e r e n c e s  emerge among d i f f e r e n t  types  of c i t i e s ,  however, wi th  
regard t o  provid ing  jobs  and promoting i n d u s t r i a l  growth. The non- distressed 
c i t i e s  budget 10 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  economic development funds for t h e  expansion 
of job  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and 7 pe rcen t  for t h e  c r e a t i o n  o r  expansion of i n d u s t r i a l  
parks. The h igh ly  distressed ci t ies ,  which are u s u a l l y  i n  need p r e c i s e l y  
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because of dec l in ing  employment oppor tun i t i e s ,  budget 17 percent  of t h e i r  
economic development funds f o r  the provis ion  of jobs  and 14 percent  t o  expand 
o r  create i n d u s t r i a l  areas. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  less distressed c i t i e s  budget a much 
h igher  propor t ion  of  t h e i r  economic development monies toward t h e  
r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of t h e i r  c e n t r a l  bus ines s  d i s t r i c t s  than  do h igh ly  dis t ressed 
cit ies.  

TABLE 5-44 

1980 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS BUDGETED FOR SPEClFiC SUB-PURPOSES 

BY CITY DiSTRESS 

(Percent Distribution) 

WECIFIC SUB-PURPOSE CITY DISTRESS 

Non-Dlsh.rsd 

33 Ye 

32% 

10% 

7% 

5% . 

8 YO 

1 Ye 

4 % . 
100% 

Madontoly 
Dlstnssed 

21 O h  

23% 

18% 

15% 

4 % 

9% 

7 % 

1 Yo 

4% 

100% 

Hlghly 
DlslnsHd 

10% 

28% 

17% 

14% 

1 1 Yo 

9 % 

5 % 

1 % 

5 % 

100% 

'Less than 1% 

Wnm: O f f h  of Ev.lu.Hbn, Community PImnlnp .nd Deve(opment, MUD CDBQ Ev~lumlon Data Beee 

In  conclus ion ,  t h i s  s e c t i o n  has described the e x t e n t ,  type ,  and range of  
economic development funding in t h e  CDBG Ent i t lement  Cities program. 
Approximately t e n  percent  of  the  CDBG Ent i t lement  Cities funds have been 
allocated t o  economic development by Ent i t lement  Cities f o r  t h e  pas t  three 
years .  These funds have  supported a d ive r se  range o f  economic development 
a c t i v i t i e s .  Economically distressed Ent i t lement  Cities were found t o  have 
a l l o c a t e d  a s l i g h t l y  larger share o f  t h e i r  CDBG funds t o  economic development 
t h a n  less economically distressed Ent i t lement  Cities. 
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SECTION 5: PLANNED HOUSING ASSISTANCE 

-____- --__ - _ _  ___ ____ __ -__. - - - - . ____ ______ - 

OVER V I E  W 

T h i s  s e c t i o n  describes t h e  housing a s s i s t a n c e  goa l s  s p e c i f i e d  by En t i t l emen t  
Cities i n  t h e i r  Housing Ass i s t ance  Plans (HAPs) ,  t h e  major i s s u e s  t h a t  have 
been raised r e l a t i n g  t o  HAPs, and r e c e n t  program changes involv ing  HAPs.  The 
s e c t i o n  is d iv ided  i n t o  three p a r t s  which describe t h e  purpose and con ten t  of 
t h e  HAPs, t he  major program i s s u e s  regarding HAPs,  and 1980 HAP goa l s .  

The data used i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of goa l s  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  are drawn from t h e  
Housing- Ass i s tance  P lans  submit ted by t h e  Ent i t l ement  C i t i e s  i n  t h e  CDBG 

, Evalua t ion  Data Base. Information on planned housing g o a l s  was a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
195 o f  the  200 c i t i es  i n  t h e  sample. However, due t o  a 1980 Departmental 
change i n  the Grantee Performance Report submission schedule  f o r  CDBG 
En t i t l emen t  Communities, data on a c t u a l  housing accomplishments were n o t  
a v a i l a b l e  i n  time t o  be used. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  goa l s  r epo r t ed  i n  the  Housing 
Ass i s t ance  P lans  have n o t  been p ro j ec t ed  t o  t he  estimated un ive r se  t o t a l  as 

1 have the  o t h e r  f i g u r e s  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t .  

O v e r a l l ,  p a t t e r n s  i n  t h e  Housing 'Assistance P l ans  submit ted by t h e  195 
En t i t l emen t  Communities i n  the  CDBG eva lua t ion  sample are similar t o  t h e  
p a t t e r n s  and t r e n d s  r e p o r t e d  i n  prev ious  CDBG Annual Reports.  Communities 
are, f o r  the  most p a r t ,  i n c r e a s i n g l y  e s t a b l i s h i n g  three- year  g o a l s  and annual  
g o a l s  t h a t  meet o r  exceed e x i s t i n g  requirements.  The three- year  g o a l s  
g e n e r a l l y  address both 15 percent  o f  t h e  communitiest t o t a l  needs and reflect  
t h e  r e q u i r e d  p r o p o r t i o n a l i t y  o f  t e n u r e  type and household type. Annual g o a l s  
r e p r e s e n t  a reasonable  p ropor t i on  o f  t h e  three- year  g o a l s  and,  i f  f u l f i l l e d ,  
would lead t o  the  accomplishment o f  the  communitiest th ree- year  goa ls .  

As i n  pas t  y e a r s ,  En t i t l emen t  Cities cont inue t o  make heavy use  o f  CDBG and 
o t h e r  HUD funds t o  provide  lower income housing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  r e s i d e n t s  o f  
t h e i r  communities. The CDBG program, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i ts  housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
component, con t inues  t o  be directed mainly toward t h e  needs of owner 
households w h i l e  o t h e r  HUD housing a s s i s t a n c e  is directed a t  r e n t e r s .  

HOUSING ASSISTANCEA PLANS: PURPOSE, CONTENT, AND USAGE 

HAP Purpose. The Housing Ass i s t ance  Plan was created by Congress t o  improve 
the  coo rd ina t ion  o f  housing and community development e f f o r t s  and t o  s t i m u l a t e  
l o c a l  governments t o  dev i se  strategies t o  address t h e  housing needs o f  lower 
income persons i n  t h e i r  communities. Sec t ion  104 (a ) (4 )  o f  t h e  Housing and 
Community Development Act o f  1974 r e q u i r e s  communities t o  submit a Housing 
Ass i s t ance  Plan (HAP) as p a r t  of  t h e i r  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n .  Approval of a 
communityts CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  and i ts f u t u r e  CDBG funding is con t ingen t  upon 
the  community submi t t i ng  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  HAP and demonstrat ing s a t i s f a c t o r y  
performance toward meeting t h e  housing goa l s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  p rev ious ly  approved 
HAPs. 



effect of t h i s  requirement  i s  t o  provide l o c a l  governments w i th  a larger r o l e  
and i n c r e a s e d . i n f l u e n c e  i n  t h e  p rov i s ion  of HUD housing a s s i s t a n c e .  

HAP Content.  The HAP i s  an annual  document and c o n s i s t s  o f  f i v e  p a r t s .  
However, t he  first f o u r  p a r t s  are r equ i r ed  t o  be submit ted on ly  once i n  t h r e e  
y e a r s  and may be incorpora ted  by r e f e r ence  i n  subsequent years .  The f i f t h  
p a r t ,  t h e  Annual Housing Action P lan ,  is submit ted each year .  

The four  p a r t s  r e q u i r i n g  new submission every t h i r d  year  provide  detailed 
d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t h e  s i z e  and cond i t i on  of t h e  community's housing s t o c k ,  t h e  
housing needs of  lower income households i n  the  community, t h e  proposed 
housing a s s i s t a n c e  g o a l s  f o r  t h e  three year pe r iod ,  and the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  
l o c a t i o n s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  the development of low- and moderate-income housing 
p r o j e c t s  through new cons t ruc t ion  or s u b s t a n t i a l  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  a s s i s t a n c e .  

The f i f t h  p a r t  o f  t h e  HAP i s  t h e  annual  Housing Action Plan. This p a r t  o f  t h e  
HAP i d e n t i f i e s  the  community's housing g o a l s  and t h e  t ype  of  housing 
a s s i s t a n c e  which w i l l  be provided by the community i n  tha t  year .  

HAP Usage. Once approved by HUD, HAPS are intended t o  s e rve  as more than j u s t  
a l o c a l  p lan .  However, i n  o r d e r  t o  understand what func t ions  they do s e r v e ,  
one f u n c t i o n  they  do not  s e r v e  should be c lar i f ied .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the  g o a l s  
and needs r epo r t ed  i n  HAPs do n o t  determine how much HUD housing a s s i s t a n c e  a 
community w i l l  r e ce ive .  The amount o f  HUD housing a s s i s t a n c e  an  area r e c e i v e s  
is determined by a formula based on o b j e c t i v e  hou i n g  f a c t o r s  which a l l o c a t e s  
t h e  v a r i o u s  HUD housing r e s o u r e s  on a "fair share"? basis t o  "housing r e sou rce  
a l l o c a t i o n  areas" wi th in  t h e  me t ropo l i t an  and non-metropolitan areas of each 
state.  This "fa i r  share" f i g u r e  is computed i n  t h e  HIJD Central Office and 
does no t  r e l y  on HAPs developed a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l .  

Given a s p e c i f i e d  amount o f  HUD housing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  be provided a s p e c i f i c  
housing a l l o c a t i o n  area ( g e n e r a l l y  c e n t r a l  c i t ies ,  c o u n t i e s ,  o r  groups o f  
c o u n t i e s ) ,  HAPS determine the  mix o f  housing type  (new c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  
s u b s t a n t i a l  rehab, e x i s t i n g  housing)  and household t ype  ( e l d e r l y ,  small 
f ami ly ,  and large fami ly)  t o  be made a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h a t  area. Th i s  mix is 
c a l c u l a t e d  by combining t h e  g o a l  p ropor t ions  r epo r t ed  by communities i n  t h e  
h o u s i n g -a l l o c a t i o n  area tha t  submit HAPS with estimates of  p ropor t i ons  f o r  t h e  
areas i n  the  housing a l l o c a t i o n  area no t  covered by HAPs. 

Once the  amount and mix o f  housing a s s i s t a n c e  are known, t h e  HUD Area Office 
a d v e r t i s e s  the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  housing a s s i s t a n c e  funds f o r  s p e c i f i e d  areas 
and i n v i t e s  proposa ls  from p r i v a t e  deve lopers ,  l o c a l  governments, l o c a l  
housing a u t h o r i t i e s ,  non- prof i t  o rgan iza t ions ,  and o t h e r  i n t e r e s t e d  Rarties. 
Copies of  p roposa ls  rece ived  i n  response t o  t h e s e  adve r t i s emen t s  are 
submi t ted ,  as r equ i r ed  by Sec t ion  213, t o  t h e  chief execu t ive  o f  t h e  community 
i n  which t h e  proposed housing is t o  be loca ted .  During t h i s  30 day "review 
and comment per iod"  the  chief execu t ive  can o b j e c t  t o  t h e  proposed p r o j e c t  as 
i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  HAP f o r  t h a t  community. Comments made by t h e  c h i e f  
execu t ive  are taken i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  when a prqposa l  is  eva lua ted  by HUD, 
and ,  i n  c e r t a i n  c i rcumstances ,  must be followed. If t h e  HUD Area Office 
agrees tha t  a proposed p r o j e c t  is i n c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  a community's HAP, the law 
r e q u i r e s  t h a t  HUD n o t  approve such a p r o j e c t .  The HAP, t h e r e f o r e ,  is in tended  
t o  provide  t h e  l o c a l  government w i t h  t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  shape and i n f l u e n c e  
t h e  t ype  o f  HUD housing a s s i s t a n c e  t h a t  takes p l a c e  i n  t h e  community. I n  
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summary, the  HAPs shape only  t h e  & o f  housing and t h e  household t y p e  o f  HUD 
a s s i s t a n c e  t h a t  is provided t o  a community and not  t h e  o v e r a l l  amount o f  
a s s i s t a n c e  t h a t  w i l l  be made a v a i l a b l e  t o  a community. 

HOUSING ASSISTANCE PLAN PROGRAM ISSUES 

Because of  the c e n t r a l  r o l e  of  t h e  HAP i n  the  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  p roces s ,  t he  
m u l t i p l e  purposes o f  t h e  HAP, and t h e  importance of housing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  low- 
and moderate-income persons ,  t h e  Housing Ass is tance  Plan has  come under c l o s e  
s c r u t i n y .  As a r e s u l t  of  t h i s  i n t e r e s t ,  several concerns about t h e  HAP 
p r o c e s s  have been raised by Congress, OMB, l o c a l  governments, and community 
groups. 5 

HAP Q u a l i t y .  Perhaps t h e  most f r e q u e n t l y  raised i s s u e  r ega rd ing  HAPs relates 
t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  q u a l i t y  of t h e  document i t s e l f .  The crux of t h i s  i s s u e  is t h e  
r e l i a b i l i t y  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  data needed t o  prepare  a HAP,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
P a r t  I (Housing Condit ions)  and Part I1 (Housing Needs o f  Lower Income 
Households). For many communities, t h e  only r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  information on 
l o c a l  housing cond i t i ons  comes from 1970 census data updated by bu i ld ing  and 
demol i t i on  permits .  Obviously, t h e  age of t h i s  in format ion  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
reduces  its use fu lnes s .  Furthermore,  much o f  t h e  detailed informat ion  needed, 
such  as t h e  housing needs o f  lower income, female-headed, small families,  is  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine except  by ques t ionable  e x t r a p o l a t i o n  from aggrega te  
census  data. 

T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  is  compounded by t h e  lack of  s tandard ized  d e f i n i t i o n s  f o r  many 
impor tan t  e lements  i n  t h e  HAP. Although t h e  HAP i n s t r u c t i o n s  i nc lude  
sugges t ed  measures f o r  i d e n t i f y i n g  "substandard housing" and there is some 
agreement w i th in  HUD on what c o n s t i t u t e s  an "adequate vacancy rate", n e i t h e r  
of t h e s e  terms is p r e c i s e l y  def ined .  A v a r i e t y  of  l o c a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  is used by 
the  i n d i v i d u a l  g r a n t e e s  and HUD Area Offices i n  the  p repa ra t i on  and review o f  
HAPs. Thus, t h e  d e l i v e r y  o f  housing a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  is  
in f luenced  by elements  t h a t  may be def ined  somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  d i f f e r e n t  
communities and Area Offices. 

HUD has at tempted t o  remedy o r  a l l e v i a t e  these HAP-related data problems. For 
example, communities have been encouraged t o  use a l t e r n a t i v e  data sou rces ,  
i n c l u d i n g  l o c a l l y  genera ted  data i n  prepar ing  HAPs. Annual Housing Survey 
data have a l s o  been provided t o  t hose  communities f o r  which t h i s  in format ion  
is a v a i l a b l e .  To faci l i ta te  the  c o l l e c t i o n  of l o c a l  housing data,  HAP-related 
p lanning  and data c o l l e c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  are el igible CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  and can 
b e  funded ou t  o f  t h e  CDBG program. However, s i n c e  HAPs are intended p r i m a r i l y  
t o  be local documents, HAP data uni formi ty  is d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  no t  impossible ,  t o  
ach i eve .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  l o c a l  communities have cons ide rab l e  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  
t y p e s  o f  data they use  i n  p repa r ing  t h e i r  HAPs and how they  d e f i n e  t h e  housing 
c o n d i t i o n s  or problems t h a t  e x i s t  i n  t h e i r  communities. 
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The Role of  HUD. HUD's  ex t ens ive  r o l e  i n  t h e  p repa ra t i on  and assessment  of 
t h e  HAP has a l s o  been a source o f  f requent  concern. The HUD Area Offices 
provide much of  the  data needed t o  prepare  the  HAPs,  review and approve 
sources  and methods used t o  gene ra t e  estimates of housing cond i t i ons  and 
needs ,  and determine the  o v e r a l l  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  HAP. If t h e  HAP i s  
found t o  be ' 'p la inly i n c o n s i s t e n t"  w i t h  gene ra l l y  available data o r  * 'plainly 
i napp rop r i a t e "  given i d e n t i f i e d  needs,  the  community's CDBG g r a n t  can be 
disapproved o r '  condi t ioned u n t i l  a more accep tab l e  HAP is developed. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the  Area Offices have the  a b i l i t y  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  
t ype  o f  housing a s s i s t a n c e  provided t o  a community. For example, as i n d i c a t e d  
above, t h e  HUD Area Offices determine whether o r  no t  a community's vacancy 
rate and/or  housing r e sou rces  are adequate  t o  meet the  needs o f  lower income 
households.  

Given t h i s  ex t ens ive  involvement,  l o c a l  communities and Congress have 
expressed t h e  concern t h a t  H U D ' s  involvement has  altered t h e  " l o c a l  character" 
o f  the  documents. HUD has taken  s e v e r a l  s t e p s  i n  response t o  these 
concerns.  I n  r ecogn i t i on  o f  vary ing  Area Office p r a c t i c e s  r ega rd ing  HAPs, HUD 
i s  r e v i s i n g  and developing more d e t a i l e d  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  the  housing a s s i s t a n c e  
a l l o c a t i o n  process .  The purpose o f  t h i s  e f f o r t  is t o  i n c r e a s e  c o n s u l t a t i o n  
between t h e  HUD F i e l d  Offices and l o c a l  communities and housing agenc ies  i n  
each housing a l l o c a t i o n  area. HUD has a l s o  devised a more s t anda rd i zed  
procedure f o r  a s s e s s i n g  HAP performance and i s  cons ide r ing  ways t o  s t a n d a r d i z e  
the  HAP review process  as well. I n  1980 the  Department conducted e x t e n s i v e  
t r a i n i n g  f o r  approximately 500 persons  i n  Housing, Community Planning and 
Development, and o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  u n i t s .  

HUD Funding and HAP Goals. One o f  t h e  basic o b j e c t i v e s  o f  the  Housing and 
Community Development Act o f  1974 and subsequent Housing and Community 
Development l e g i s l a t i o n  was t o  f o s t e r  t h e  undertaking o f  housing and community 
development a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a coord ina ted  and mutual ly  suppor t i ve  manner. To 
implement t h i s  o b j e c t i v e ,  c u r r e n t  r e g u l a t i o n s  r e q u i r e  HUD t o  fund,  t o  the  
maximum feasible e x t e n t ,  housing types  and household t ypes  i n  t h e  same 
p ropor t i on  as s p e c i f i e d  i n  a community's HAP. 

H U D ' s  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  t h i s  requirement  has taken  three forms. F i r s t ,  a t  
t h e  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  HUD u se s  HAPS i n  determining t h e  o v e r a l l  n a t i o n a l  housing 
mix t h a t  is needed. Second, i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  mix f o r  s p e c i f i c  housing 
a l l o c a t i o n  areas, the  Area Offices are i n s t r u c t e d  t o  follow as c l o s e l y  as 
p o s s i b l e  t h e  housing type  and household type  mix r epo r t ed  i n  t h e  sum o f  the  
HAPs i n  t h a t  a l l o c a t i o n  area. F i n a l l y ,  i n  making i n d i v i d u a l  funding 
d e c i s i o n s ,  HUD a t t empt s  t o  avoid funding any p r o j e c t  which is i n c o n s i s t e n t  
w i t h  a j u r i s d i c t i o n ' s  HAP. 

I n  t h e  l a s t  two y e a r s ,  HUD has taken  s e v e r a l  s t e p s  t o  improve t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  
process .  F i r s t ,  s i n c e  A p r i l  1979, F i e l d  Offices have been r equ i r ed  t o  provide  
communities w i t h  estimates of  t h e  amount of housing a s s i s t a n c e  they  could 
expec t  t o  r e c e i v e  i n  the  next  three f i sca l  years .  This  was done t o  a l l ow  
communities t o  p lan  more e f f e c t i v e l y  t h e  housing a s s i s t a n c e  they would r e c e i v e  
and provide i n  t h a t  per iod .  Th i s  procedure was a l s o  intended t o  reduce some 
o f  t h e  t e n s i o n  between HUD F i e l d  Offices and l o c a l  governments, s i n c e  it 
should lead t o  fewer ad jus tments  i n  HAP goa ls .  

123 



Second, HUD designated separate housing resource a l l o c a t i o n  a reas  i n  October 
1979. P r io r  t o  t h a t  time, t h e  designation of separate a l l o c a t i o n  a reas  was 
le f t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  t o  the d i s c r e t i o n  of each Area Office. Currently,  a l l  
Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan areas, most SMSA c e n t r a l  c i t i es  w i t h  
populat ions g r e a t e r  than 150,000, and c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and non-central c i t y  
balances of  SMSAs t h a t  exceed 150,000 population are designated as s q a r a t e  
a l l o c a t i o n  a reas .  In a d d i t i o n ,  Area Offices still have the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
declare  o ther  areas as "separate a l l o c a t i o n  areas" a t  t h e i r  d i sc re t ion .  The 
purpose of  t h i s  designation was t o  increase  t h e  consistency between HAP.goals 
and H U D ' s  a l l o c a t i o n  of housing,resources. 

THREE YEAR HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 

A s  i nd ica ted  above, HAPS are i n  part annual documents and i n  p a r t  t r i e n n i a l  
documents. The three-year document is used t o  shape, i n  a more comprehensive 
fashion than s i n g l e  annual p lans  would be able,  t h e  housing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  be 
provided. Therefore, t h e  three-year documents are usua l ly  given t h e  greatest 
a t t e n t i o n  by c i t i es  and HUD Fie ld  Offices. The following sec t ion  descr ibes  
t h e  three-year HAP goals  es tabl ished by the  195 Enti t lement Cities i n  t h e  CDBG 
Evaluat ion Data Base. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  a t t e n t i o n  is given t o  t h e  number of u n i t s  
t o  be provided and t h e  ex ten t  t o  which program regula t ions  regarding t h e  
establishment of o v e r a l l  and propor t ional  goals  are being met. 

To ta l  Planned Housing Assistance. The average three-year goals  for 
Ent i t lement  Communities i n  t h e  CDBG Evaluation sample projected planned 
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  almost 3,100 lower income households per  community. Almost 
three-quarters of t h i s  a s s i s t a n c e  was to  go to  r e n t e r s ,  pr imar i ly  small 
families. Goals f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  homeowners were more evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  
between a s s i s t a n c e  t o  small families, 37 percent ,  and a s s i s t a n c e  t o  e l de r l y  or 
handicapped households, 43 percent .  Appropriately, the housing a s s i s t a n c e  
g o a l  for large families, which c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  smallest percentage of 
households i n  need, was t h e  smallest goal  i n  each tenure  type. See Table 5-5- 
1. 

TABLE 5-5-1 

AVERAGE THREE YEAR HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES' 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 195)(Unweighted) * 

TENURE 

Rent e r 6 
Number 01 Units 
Column Percent 
Row Parcent 

Number 01 Unllr 
Column Percanl 
Row Percent 

Number of Unllr 
Column Percent 
Row Percenl 

Owners 

TO881 

NATIONAL 

72.3% 
100 0 %  

27.3% 
100.0% 

3100 
100.0% 
lGQ.O% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Eld.rly/ 
HUldlC8pp.d 

636 
66.9% 
28.0% 

315 
33.1 0.0 

37.0% 

951 
100 0% 
30 7 % 

Smell 
F8mlly 

1260 
78.4% 
56.0% 

348 
21.6% 
41.0% 

1608 
100.0% 
51.9% 

L8IQe 
Flmlly . 

346 
61.4% 
15.0% 

194 
35.9% 
23.0% 

540 
100.0% 
17.4% 

'lnclbces lunding lroin COBG. olher HUD,sIIIe. and local S O U I C ~ S  

1 2 4  



HUD and CDBG Funded Housing Assistance. The vas t  majori ty of t h e  lower income 
households t o  be assisted by t h e  Entitlement Community sample was t o  be 
assisted through either the  Community Development Block Grant Program (23 
percent)  or o the r  HUD assisted Rrograms, pr imar i ly  t h e  Section 8 and t h e  Low 
Income Public  Housing Programs (66 percent) .  State and l o c a l  programs 
accounted for only about 10 percent of a l l  households t o  be assisted. T h i s  
a s s i s t a n c e  was .pr imar i ly  planned t o  assist r e n t e r  households, and within t h a t  
g roup- the  majori ty was directed a t  small families. See Figure 5-51,  T h i s  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  of CDBG, o the r  HUD, and l o c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  has been r e l a t i v e l y  
stable over the  h i s t o r y  of t h e  Block Grant program, but  the  role of  CDBG 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  has increased s i n c e  t h e  program was i n i t i a t e d .  In 1975 and 
1976, CDBG’ provided 14 percent of l o c a l  housing ass i s t ance  and o the r  HUD 
programs 61 percent .  

Figure 5-5-1 

HUD and CDBG housing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l o c a l  communities are t h e  largest source of 
housing a s s i s t a n c e  funds for low- and moderate-income persons, Many of t he  
other programs, (i .e. ,  s tate,  l o c a l ,  Farmers Home program, and others) are 
not designed t o  serve  low- and moderate-income persons. Therefore, as t h e  
small percentage of s ta te  and l o c a l  a s s i s t ance  ind ica tes ,  HUD a s s i s t a n c e  
accounts for the  overwhelming share of housing a s s i s t a n c e  provided t o  lower 
income households. On average,  CDBG funds alone account f o r  over h a l f  of a l l  
planned a s s i s t a n c e  t o  lower income families t h a t  are homeowners and over two- 
t h i r d s  of  a l l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  e l d e r l y  and handicapped homeowners. See Table 5- 
5-2. Other HUD sources con t r ibu te  approximately another  20 t o  30 percent  t o  
owner households. 
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SOURCE AND 
TENURE 

Renlarr 
CDBQ 
Olher HUD 
S1.h and L0C.l 

Owmrl 
COB0 
Olher HUD 

TABLE 5-5-2 

SOURCE OF PLANNED THREE YEAR HOUSING ASSISTANCE 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL 

11.1% 
79.8% 
9.1 '/. 

60 2% 
24.4% 
15.4% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ Small 
HNldicapped Family 

10 7% 11.3% .- - 
80.9% 79.2% 
8.4% 9.5% 

Lug.  
Famlly 

11.9% 
78.1 % 
10.0% 

69 6% 54 3% 53.9% 
17 7% 28 4 %  30 2% 
13 7% 17.3% 13.9% 

d 

Other HUD funds c o n s t i t u t e  an even g r e a t e r  share of planned ass i s t ance  f o r  
r e n t e r s  than f o r  owners. 
than  o the r  HUD funds; only about 11 percent of a s s i s t a n c e  t o  each r e n t e r  
household type comes from t h e  Block Grant program. Other forms of HUD 
a s s i s t a n c e  account f o r  almost 80 percent of a s s i s t a n c e  t o  a l l  r e n t e r s  i n  
roughly the  same. proport ion of each household type. 

I CDBG ass i s t ance  fo r  r e n t e r s  is much less s i g n i f i c a n t  

Furthermore, i n  many c i t i e s ,  e i ther  CDBG ass i s t ance  o r  other HUD ass i s t ance  
separa te ly  account f o r  a l l  the  housing. a s s i s t ance  going t o  p a r t i c u l a r  
household types. And, i n  the  majori ty of c i t i es  the  two sources combined 
accounted f o r  95 percent of t h e  planned ass i s t ance  t o  be de l ivered  t o  each 
household and tenure  type i n  the  three-year period. See Figure 5-5-2. 

Figure 5-5-2 
P€UC€NT OF COWUNITIES I IEMIV ING 

96 PERCENT OR MORE OF PLAE+ED HOOSING 
ASSISTANCE FROM HUD AND CDBG SOURCES 

1 0 8 ,  1 
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It is clear from t h e  above data t h a t  o t h e r  CDBG and HUD sou rces  are used t o  
complement each o the r .  That is, s i n c e  almost a l l  of H U D ' s  non-CDBG hous ing .  
program funds go t o  r e n t e r s  and s i n c e  a large number o f  owners are i n  clear 
need o f  h o u s i n g -a s s i s t a n c e ,  CDBG funds are used t o  fill t h a t  gap. 

Housing Goals and Needs. I n  t h e  first years of the  program, communities were 
establishing widely varying and extremely ambi t ious  g o a l s ,  p r i m a r i l y  because 
of their inexper ience  w i t h  housing programs. Many o f  these communities were 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  g o a l s  t h a t ,  i f  met, would have addressed  a l l  lower income housing 
needs i n  a matter o f  two o r  three years. In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  i n i t i a l  CDBG 
program r e g u l a t i o n s  provided l i t t l e  guidance. Communities were r equ i r ed  t o  
es tab l i sh  llrealisticll three-year and annual  goa l s  f o r  housing a s s i s t a n c e  to  
lower income households but  were provided no s t anda rds  by which t o  judge what 
would be llrealistic.  lf Furthermore, many g ran t ee s  were ope ra t i ng  under the  
mistaken assumption t h a t  higher g o a l s  would r e s u l t  i n  greater r e sou rces  being 
made a v a i l a b l e  t o  them. 

Beginning i n  1978 CDBG program r e g u l a t i o n s  r equ i r ed  communities t o  e s t a b l i s h ,  
wi th  some excep t ions ,  three-year housing a s s i s t a n c e  gyls whi.ch represen ted  
a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  a t  least 15 pe rcen t  of needy households. Th i s  change brought 
about  a marked r educ t ion  i n  the  range of three-year g o a l s  proposed i n  HAPS. 
Although summary s t a t i s t i c s  are n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  the  1976 HAP goals, the 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  d i sp l ayed  i n  Table 5-5-3 clearly shows t h a t  most communities are 
now e s t a b l i s h i n g  .goa ls  i n  t h e  14 t o  25 .percent  range. I n  c o n t r a s t ,  on ly  38 
percent  of a l l  communities e s t ab l i shed  g o a l s  i n  t h i s  range i n  1976. 

TABLE 5-53 

DISTRIBUTION OF CITIES BY PERCENT OF 
ALL HOUSING NEED TO BE MET BY 

PLANNED THREE YEAR HOUSING ASSISTANCE 
(n = 147) 

PERCENTOFNEED 
TO BE YET 

Lars I h  13.8% 

14-16.0% 

1?.24.0% 

2539.8% 

)Dls.*% 

a t x  

YdiM 

w e  
Ihm Y O N  Goal 

18% 

1 1 =/. 

21% 

25% 

15% 

3% 

NIA 

NIA 

l878 
T h m  vow God 

2 8 -1. 

2 4 %  

29% 

1 7 ~ .  

8% 

1 '1. 

20.5% 

17 3% 

1 2 7  



Housing Goals and Propor t ional i ty .  In addi t ion  t o  requi r ing  communities t o  
address a minimum percent of the i r  t o t a l  need, CDBG regula t ions  a l s o  require 
communities t o  es tab l i sh  goals  genera l ly  proport ionate t o  t h e  i d e n t i f i e d  needs 
of  household types-- elderly , small family,  large family--in the i r  
communities. In 1978 program regula t ions  were revised  t o  r equ i re  household 
p ropor t iona l i ty  within tenure  types ,  (i .e. ,  r e n t e r  and owner goals  t h a t  more 
c l o s e l y  paralleled the  i d e n t i f i e d  needs of t h e  e l d e r l y ,  small families and 
large families). 

As a r e s u l t  of these regu la t ions ,  the  great majori ty of communities a r e  now 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  three-year goa l s  q u i t e  similar t o  their  needs. I n  each household 
and tenure type ,  over 70 percent  of a l l  communities are planning t o  provide 
housing ass i s t ance  wi th in  3 percent of t h e  i d e n t i f i e d  needs for  t h a t  group. 
3ee Table 5-5-4. 

TABLE 5.5-4 

DISTRIBUTION OF CITIES BY NEEDS vs. GOAL VARIANCES 

HOUSEHOLD 
TYPES 

Eldwll oww 

Smell Femlly Owner 

1 . r ~  Fmlly Owner 

Elderly Renler 

Small Femlly Renler 

L n v  Family Renler 

GOAL VARIANCE 

Cllles Cilies Cilies 
Ovoflargeling largeling Wllhln Underlargeling 

by 3% or More 2 3% 01 Need by 3% of More 

7% 79% 14 O/, 

1 6 % 78% 6% 

1 1 % R2"/" 7 "h 

1 1 % 75% 14". 

1 1 % 7 1")" (A". 

13 Va 7RV" 9". 

Table 5-5-4 a l s o  shows t h a t  some communities over t a rge t  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  group whi le  o the r  communities undertarget  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  tha t  same 
group-. Overall there i s  no i d e n t i f i a b l e  pa t t e rn  regarding the  over target ing  
or under target ing  of  p a r t i c u l a r  household types. The v a r i a t i o n  between goa l s  
and needs is apparent ly  influenced by l o c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and decision- 
making and not  simply d i c t a t e d  by i d e n t i f i e d  household and tenure  type needs. 
Some communities are a l s o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  goals  not  i d e n t i c a l  t o  the  proport ion 
of needs i d e n t i f i e d  i n  order t o  make up f o r  t h e  pas t  under-delivery of some 
types  of a s s i s t a n c e  o r  because of other pressing needs. 
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1980 ANNUAL HAP GOALS 

The fo l lowing  s e c t i o n  describes the  annual  g o a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  195 
Ent i t l ement  Cities i n  t h e  CDBG Evalua t ion  sample. The planned number o f  u n i t s  
and t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t hose  u n i t s  by household and t e n u r e  t y p e  and the  
program source o f  t h e  planned a s s i s t a n c e  are descr ibed.  The 1980 g o a l s  are 
viewed as a part  o f  a three-year planning cycle and are therefore described as 
p ropor t i ons  of the  three-year goa l s .  Using these data,  an i n d i c a t i o n  of 
whether o r  n o t  communities are e s t a b l i s h i n g  reasonable  annual  g o a l s  t h a t  w i l l  
lead t o  the  meeting o f  t hose  three-year goa l s  w i l l  be provided. 

1980 Planned Housing Ass is tance .  I n  1980 t h e  195 En t i t l emen t  Cities i n  the  
eva lua t ion  sample planned t o  provide a s s i s t a n c e  t o  an average o f  over  1,200 
lower income households per  community. In  i n d i v i d u a l  En t i t l emen t  Cities, the  
planned a s s i s t a n c e  ranged from fewer than 50 households t o  more t han  10,000. 
Given t h i s  w i d e  range, t h e  median number o f  households f o r  which a s s i s t a n c e  
was planned--625--is probably more r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t h e  t y p i c a l  Ent i t l ement  
C i ty .  

The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  1980 annual  goals c l o s e l y  paralleled t h e  three- year  g o a l s  
descr ibed  above. Renters  were t o  r ece ive  78 percent  o f  a s s i s t a n c e  planned,  
and t h e  bulk of  t h i s  was t o  go t o  -small families. Ass i s tance  t o  homeowners 
was more e q u a l l y  d i s t r i b u t e d  between small families and e l d e r l y  households. 
See Table 5-5-5. 

TABLE 5-5-5 

AVERAGE 1980 HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES' 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 191) (Unweighted) 

TENURE 

Ranters 
Number 01 Unllr 
Column Parconl 
now Poican! 

Number 01 Unils 
Column Parcanl 
Row Parcam1 

Ownmrr 

Tolal 
Number 01 Units 
Column Parcanl 
Row Pmrcanl 

NATIONAL 

946 
77 8% 

loo 0% 

280 
22 8% 

loo 0% 

1226 
loo 0% 
loo 0% 

~~ ~ 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE I 
Eldarlyl Small 

nudic.pp.d Family 

274 
72.3% 
29.0% 

527 
82 5% 
55 7% 

105 112 
27 7% 17 5% 
37 5% 40 0% 

379 639 
loo 0% loo 0% 
30 9% 52 1% 

Largo 
Funlly 

I45 
69 7% 
15.3% 

30 3 %  
22.5% 

100 0% 
17.0% 

The sou rce  of  1980 housing a s s i s t a n c e  a l s o  c l o s e l y  resembled the  three-year 
goals--heavy r e l i a n c e  on HUD assisted programs f o r  r e n t e r s ,  w i t h  CDBG funds 
c o n t r i b u t i n g  the  larger share of a s s i s t a n c e  t o  owners. See Table  5-5-6. 



TABLE 5-5-6 

SOURCE OF PLANNED 1980 HOUSING ASSISTANCE 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 191) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD TYPE SOURCE AND 
TENURE 

I I 
I I 

82.7% 
9.4% 
7.9% 

Smdl 
Fml ly  

82.1% 
I3 7 %  
9 0% 

28.3% 
58 5% 
13 2% 

Lug. 
Fmllr 

81 1% 
9 1% 
9.w. 

m.5% 
57.8% 
11.2% 

I 1980 Goals and Three-Year Goals. In addi t ion  t o  expanding p ropor t iona l i ty  
requirements t o  include household and tenure type and e s t a b l i s h i n g  a gu ide l ine  
f o r  t h e  minimum percent  of need t o  be addressed,  1978 program regu la t ion  
changes a l s o  r equ i r ed  communities t o  e s t a b l i s h  successive annual goals that  
w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  f u l f i l l  t h e  three-year goal. The purpose of t h i s  
requirement was t o  f u r t h e r  ensure t h a t  communities would establ ish reasonable 
g o a l s  on an annual basis. 

Based on the  goals  established i n  1979 and 1980, most communities are 
responding t o  t h i s  requirement by e s t ab l i sh ing  goals  t h a t ,  i f  f u l f i l l e d ,  would 
lead t o  the i r  meeting t h e i r  three-year f igure .  See Table 5-5-7. Taken as a 
group, t h e  195 Enti t lement Cities proposed 1980 goa l s  averaging between 35 
percent  and 39 percent  of t h e i r  t o t a l  three-year goals .  These figures are 
s l i g h t l y  higher than the  1979 average goals  and probably include adjustments 
t o  compensate f o r  f a i l u r e  t o  meet a l l  of their first year's annual goals .  

I n  summary, Enti t lement Cities are devising l o c a l  strategies t h a t  c l o s e l y  
relate t o  t h e i r  i d e n t i f i e d  needs. Three-year housing a s s i s t a n c e  goals  
e s tab l i shed  i n  1979 vary less from needs than d i d  1976 three-year goals .  
Furthermore, the  annual goals represent  reasonable shares of the three-year 
goals. I n  the  absence of data measuring performance toward these goals, 
however, it is not  poss ib le  t o  determine whether or not  even these reduced 
goa l s  are " r e a l i s t i c . t t  The goa l s  do r e f l e c t  a smaller proportion of t o t a l  
need, but  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  implementing housing a s s i s t a n c e  goals may lead to  
even these smaller goals  not  being reached. 
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TABLE 5-5-7 

ANNUAL GOAL AS PERCENT OF THREE-YEAR GOAL 
BY PERCENT OF COMMUNITIES AND TENURE TYPE 

ANNUAL GOAL 
PERCENTAGES OF 
1HREE.YEAR GOAL 

fvrragr 
less than 10%. 

103O0i' 

30.1.40% 

40.1dO*lb 

60.1 + 0 

Awroge 

LOBS thm 10% 

1030% 

SO.140% 

-.c- 

lO.laO% 

80.1 + Y 

Eld.rly 

m.6% 

8 V O  

23'10 

58% 

9 Q/O 

2% 

Eldrr(y 

35.2% 

5% 

26% 

45% 

l6V0 

8 % 

OWNER 
Small 
F.m_!ry 

36.3% 

5% 

17 O/o 

59c/r 

1 3 'ii 

6 ' l o  

OWNER 
Small 
FImily 

37.8% 

7 % 

19% 

45 vo 

17% 

12% 

1979 (n = 195) 

Urge small XY Wr(y FImlly 
33.5% 34.6% 34.9% 

RENTER 

7% 1 0 D/D 3%' 

27 '/c 21 o/c 14'/c 

47 Oio 46 Oic 61 '/c 

13 '10 1 3 Oic 20% 

6 '10 100h 2% 

1980 (n = 191) 

RENTER 
Urge 
Fmlly L E y  

I . S %  39.1% 

6% 9% 

18% 26 010 

45% 29% 

20% 16% 

10% 19% 

- Small 

37.3% 

4 %  

26 Oio 

36 % 

23% 

14 % 

13 Oa ~ 





SECTION 1 FOOTNOTES 

' I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  expend i tu re s  rates,  spending rates and drawdown rate are 
used in te rchangeably .  Expendi ture  o r  spending rate is t h e  g e n e r i c  term f o r  
any measure of pace o f  spending. Drawdown rate refers t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  kind o f  
expendi ture  rate i n  which disbursement is from t h e  U.S. Treasury Regional 
Disbursement Office and the  amount a l l o c a t e d  is t h e  amount o b l i g a t e d  by HUD t o  
a g r a n t e e  through a l e t t e r  o f  credi t .  T h i s  l e t t e r  o f  c red i t  establishes t h e  
limits on a g r a n t e e ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  draw on federal monies. 

There has  been cons ide rab l e  deba te  on t h e  u se fu lnes s  o f  expendi ture  rate as a 
measure o f  performance. Expendi ture  rates o f f e r  v i s i b l e  advantages.  A l l  
communities must keep record  of Block Grant accounts .  Therefore ,  spending 
rate informat ion  is r e a d i l y  accessible and s tandard  a c r o s s  communities. I f  
maintained r e g u l a r l y ,  t h e  spending rate record provides  t h e  oppor tun i ty  f o r  
comparison over  time and among communities. 

Its p r i n c i p a l  d i sadvantage  is t h a t  rate o f  spending does no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  
measure performance. It does n o t  i n d i c a t e  what a community has done nor how 
w e l l  i t  has done it but  on ly  how fast i t  has done it. Nei ther  does it t a k e  
i n t o  account t h e  fact t h a t  some CD a c t i v i t i e s  t a k e  longer  t o  consummate than 
o t h e r s  so  t h a t  s lower spending may reflect  l o c a l  p r i o r i t i e s  rather than l o c a l  
performance . 
On the  other hand, expendi ture  rates i n  the  CDBG program do reflect t h e  
a b i l i t y  o f  a g r a n t e e  t o  plan.  For i n s t a n c e ,  if a c i t y  is  unable  t o  meet its 
own timetable f o r  accomplishing l o c a l l y  def ined g o a l s ,  then t h e r e  i s  reason t o  
ques t i on  t h e  c i t y ' s  c a p a c i t y  t o  p lan  and implement i ts  community development 
program. 

2Phase-in s t a t u s  relates t o  the process  by which communities which claimed 
h ighe r  e n t i t l e m e n t s  under t h e  Block Grant program than  they  had under p r i o r  
community development c a t e g o r i c a l  programs were brought i n t o  t h e  new 
program. Those communities were phased i n t o  t h e  CDBG program g radua l ly  and 
d i d  no t  r e c e i v e  t h e i r  f u l l  e n t i t l e m e n t  amount u n t i l  t h e i r  t h i r d  year  i n  t h e  
program. i 

3Most o f  t h e  data included i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  d e r i v e  from t h e  CDBG Expendi ture  
Rate Data Base developed by t h e  Office of  Evalua t ion .  Th i s  data base was 
created through t h e  merger of FORMS data ( the  r eco rds  system maintained by HUD 
t o  trace funding and spending i n  t h e  Block Grant)  w i t h  demographic data and 
a d d i t i o n a l  Block Grant information.  The r e s u l t i n g  data set has s e v e r a l  
advantages ove r  prev ious  expend i tu re  rate information.  

F i r s t ,  it .a l lows an a n a l y s i s  by each Ent i t l ement  C i t y ' s  program year .  S ince  
CDBG r e c i p i e n t s  are permi t ted  t o  set t h e i r  own g r a n t  approva l  dates (i.e., 
program yea r  51, a measure o f  expendi ture  rate a t  any po in t  i n  time (such as 
t h e  end of the  Fede ra l  f iscal  y e a r )  catches some communities a t  t h e  beginning 
o f  their En t i t l emen t ,  o t h e r s  a t  t h e  end and s t i l l  o t h e r s  i n  between. 
Consequently,  Federa l  f iscal  yea r  expendi ture  data provide  a somewhat 
mis lead ing  p i c t u r e  o f  spending rates both i n  t h e  aggregate and f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  
communities. The CDBG Expendi ture  Rate Data Base provides  drawdown 
informat ion  a t  r e g u l a r  i n t e r v a l s  based on a community's program year  approva l  
date. There is, t h e r e f o r e ,  a basis f o r  comparison among communities. 



Secondly, the availability of the .data at regular intervals over two program 
years offers the possibility of analysis of drawdown rates over time. 

Finally, the merger of drawdown data with other community information permits 
extensive analysis across Entitlement Cities. 

For this section, the CDBG Expenditure Rate Data Base was supplemented by 
information from other sources: CDBG accounting data from the Office of 
Finance and Accounting (HUD); Status of Funds data compiled from the 1980 
Grantee Performance Report for 116 Entitlement Cities; telephone questionnaire 
responses from a survey of Community Development Directors (or their 
surrogates) in a 150 community stratified sample. 

' In August, 1980, the General Accounting Office (GAO) published a brief 
report concerning spending rates in the Block Grant program (CED-80-137). The 
GAO noted that since Hold Harmless recipients were by FY1980 drawing down from 
a fixed amount, the grouping of Hold Harmless Communities with other 
entitlement grantees artificially inflated expenditure rates in the 
Entitlement Block Grant program. Table 5-1-2 clearly indicates that the 
drawdown rate for Hold Harmless grantees is substantially higher than that for 
other entitlement recipients. Nonetheless, the relative size of the Hold 
Harmless component is now so small that its higher expenditure rate produces 
only a negligible effect on the total entitlement program spending rate. 

I 

5Department of Housing and Urban Development. Office of the Special Assistant 
to the Secretary for Indian and Alaska Native Programs. Annual Report to 
Congress on Indian and Alaska Native Housing and Community Development 
Programs. Washington, D.C., 1980. p. 32. 

6The unexpended balance reported here is approximately 1 billion dollars 
greater than that reported by the General Accounting Office in its August, 
1980 study. GAO employed an entitlement base which allowed for the fact that 
most Entitlement Cities had not at that time (April 1980) received their new 
annual entitlement amount. The amount reported in this section of the report 
is the unexpended balance' at the en! of the 1980 Federal fiscal year. It, 
consequently, overstates tQe unexpanded balance and the amount of time 
grantees had to spend their new entitlements. Most Entitlement Cities receive 
their new grant amounts between June and September. As a result, those 
communities had little time to drawdown from their new allocations, yet those 
allocations contribute to the unexpended balance. 

'The UDAG City Distress Index is a composite score of the number of times that 
a community falls above or below 6 indicators of community distress, including 
population growth, age of housing, percent of poor in the population, income 
growth, job lag and unemployment. A highly distressed city would have a UDAG 
ranking of 7. The least distressed would have a ranking of -1. 

8The CDBG 1980 Accomplishments Survey and the 150 Entitlement Community Survey 
of Local CD Directors reported that many communities indicated that they 
particularly had drawdown-related difficulties with three types of activities: 
Rehabilitation, acquisition, and public works. For this portion of the 
analysis, CDBG program difficulty was operationalized as the percentage of 
program funds spent on these three activities. 
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'Variance explained is computed by squar ing  t h e  mu1 t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
c o e c f i c i e n t .  A m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  o f  .50, f o r  example, 
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  independ n t  v a r i a b l e s  expla in  25 percent  o f  t h e  var iance  i n  

equa t ion  account  f o r  21 percent  of the  var iance  i n  drawdown f o r  1978 (.462 ) 
and 16 pe rcen t  of  1979 (.4072). I n  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e  research, explained 
v a r i a t i o n  o f  t h i s  magnitude are considered s i g n i f i c a n t .  

t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  (.50 2 ). The f i v e  v a r i a b l e s  included i n  t h i s  regressi n 9 

1 3 3  



SECTION 2 FOOTNOTES 

'24 C.F.R. 570.311(f)(1979) .  

239 Fed. Reg. 40136, 40146 (November 13, 1974) Sec t ion  570.306(e) reads: 

(e l  Condi t iona l  approval .  The Sec re t a ry  may make a c o n d i t i o n a l  
approva l  i n  which case the  f u l l  en t i t l emen t  amount w i l l  be approved 
but  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  funds f o r  affected a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be  
restr icted.  Condi t iona l  approva ls  may be made only  where local 
environmental reviews under 570.604 have no t  y e t  been completed, 
where the  requirements  of 570.607 r ega rd ing  t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  p u b l i c  
s e r v i c e s  o r  f l ood  or  dra inage  f a c i l i t i e s  have no t  y e t  been 
sa t i s f ied ,  o r  where t h e  p rov i s ions  o f  570.802 are exe rc i s ed .  

The referral t o  S e c t i o n  570.604 H i s t o r i c a l  P re se rva t ion  was an  
i n a d v e r t a n t  e r r o r  which was later .  co r r ec t ed  t o  mean Sec t ion  570.603 
Environment. S e c t i o n  570.802 referred t o  i n  S e c t i o n  370.306(e) concerns 
t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  Federal Government's i n t e r e s t  i n  e x i s t i n g  Urban 
Renewal p r o j e c t s  . 

3The environmental  requi rements  are contained i n  Sec t ion  104(h)  o f  t h e  Housing 
and Community Development Act o f  1974, as amended. The non- ava i l ab i l i t y  o f  
o t h e r  federal funds test  is found a t  Sec t ion  105(a)(2) and 1 0 5 ( a ) ( 8 )  o f  t h e  
1974 Act, as amended. P r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  federal i n t e r e s t  i n  e x i s t i n g  urban 
renewal p r o j e c t s  is found a t  Sec t ion  112 o f  the  1974 Act, as amended. 

'24 C.F.R. 570.311(f)(1979).  See Current  Condi t ioning Framework, and 
f o o t n o t e s  12 and 13. 

'U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Office o f  Evalua t ion ,  
Community Plannng and Development, F i r s t  Annual Report: Community Development 
Block Grant Program, Footnote  4 ,  p. 15, U.S. Government P r i n t i n g  Office, 
December 1975. 

641 Fed. Reg. 4132, 4137 ( January  28, 1976) Sec t ion  306(e)  
brackets ) 

was amended ( i n  

( e )  Condi t iona l  approval .  The S e c r e t a r y  may make a c o n d i t i o n a l  
app rova l ,  i n  which case t h e  f u l l  en t i t l emen t  amount w i l l  be approved 
bu t  the  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  funds f o r  affected a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be 
restr ic ted.  Condi t iona l  approva ls  may be made on ly  where: (1) l o c a l  
environmental  reviews under 570.603 have n o t  y e t  been completed; 
(2 )  t h e  requi rements  o f  570.607 regard ing  t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  p u b l i c  
s e r v i c e s  o r  f l ood  o r  dra inage  f a c i l i t i e s  have n o t  y e t  ben sa t i s f ied;  
(3)  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  570.802 are exe rc i s ed ;  o r  ( 4 )  there is  
s u b s t a n t i a l  evidence o f  f a i l u r e  t o  comply w i t h  t h e  requirements  o f  
t h i s  Part o r  o t h e r  a p p l i a b l e  l a w ,  i n  which case t h e  reason f o r  t h e  
c o n d i t i o n a l  approva l  and the  a c t i o n s  necessary  t o  remove t h e  
c o n d i t i o n  s h a l l  be specified.  

w 

I 

I 
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For Fiscal Year 1976 only, HUD may condition the approval of an 
application to require a recipient to submit a revised housing 
assistance plan to reflect revisions in 570.303 (c) adopted 
subsequent to preparation of the application. 

"42 Fed. Reg. 5312,5313 (January 27, 1977). See Section 570.909 entitled 
Secretarial review of recipient's performance. 

'42 Fed. Reg. 5312, 5315 (January 27, 1977). Section 570.910(b) authorizes a 
series of sanctions which may be taken in response to review of a recipient's , 

performance, including the conditioning of a succeeding year's application 
(subsection (b)(9)) and the reduction of the recipients annual grant by up to 
the amount conditioned (subsection (b)(10). Sections 570.910(b) 9 and 10 
state: 

(9) Condition the approval of a succeeding year's application if 
there is substantial evidence of a lack of progress, nonconformance, 
noncompliance, or a lack of a continuing capacity. In such cases, 
the reasons for the conditional approval and the actions necessary 
to remove the condition shall be specified, as provided in 
570.306 (e 1 (3). 

(10) Reduce the recipient's annual grant by up to the amount 
conditionally approved pursuant to Section 570.306(e)(3) where such 
condition or conditions have not been satisfied. 

'42 Fed. Reg. 5312, 5313 (January 27, 1977). See Section 570.306(e)(3). 

r 

The prefactory comments on the regulation change concerning 570.910(b) 9 
states : 

Another major change is to authorize HUD to condition contracts for 
lack of perfomance, nonconformace or lack of continuing capacity, as 
well as for noncompliance with applicable laws or regulations. This 
amendment appears in 570.910(b)(9). Whereas the Department intends 
to use its authority to condition contracts as a means to achieve 
performance only in the most extreme cases, it is recognized that I 

there may be instances where this is an appropriate sanction in 
specific situations. Accordingly, 570.306 (el (3) is also amended to 
be consistent with this provision. 

"Housing and Community Development Act of 1977, Hearings before the 
Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development, Committee on Banking, 
Finance, and Urban Affairs, House of Representatives, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., 
pt. 1, 1-15 (1977). (Testimony of Patricia Roberts Harris, Secretary of 
HUD). Housing and Community Development Legislation of 1977, Hearings Before 
the Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, 95th Cong., 
2d Sess. 114-120 (1977). (Testimony of Patricia Roberts Harris, Secretary of 
HUD). Also see: Department of Housing and Urban Development-Independent 
Agencies Appropriations for 1978: Hearings Before the Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 95th Cong. 1st Sess., 
Pt. 6, 3 (1977). (Testimony of Particia Roberts Harris, Secretary of HUD): 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and Certain Independent Agencies 
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Appropr ia t ions- Fisca l  Year 1978, Hearings before  t h e  Committee on 
Appropr ia t ions ,  U.S. Sena te  95th Gong., 1st Sess., P t .  2 ,  1000, 1024 (1977) 
(Testimony of  Patr icia  Roberts  Harris, Sec re t a ry  o f  HUD).  

llHUD Notice (CPD 77-10, A p r i l  15, 1977) "Management o f  t h e  Community 
Development Block Grant Program." The Notice d i s t i ngu i shed  two bases f o r  t h e  
c o n d i t i o n a l  approva l  of an a p p l i c a t i o n  a s  a r e s u l t  of s u b s t a n t i v e  reviews. 
En t i t l emen t  g r a n t e e s  who could no t  j u s t i f y  c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s  under t h e  
'maximum feasible  p r i o r i t y v 1  test  were requested t o  reprogram funds. If such 
reprogramming could n o t  be accomplished wi th in  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  75 day pe r iod ,  
t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  was t o  be c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved, upon t h e  submission o f  
a d d i t i o n a l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o r  f u t u r e  reprogramming o f  funds by a s p e c i f i c  
date, Funds were no t  t o  be released u n t i l  the  cond i t i on  was sat isf ied.  The 
Not ice  reads: 

... i f  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  con ta in s  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  are e l ig ib l e  under 
570.200(a) o f  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  but  t h e r e  is  u n c e r t a i n t y  as t o  
whether t hey  meet t h e  maximum feasible p r i o r i t y  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  and it 
is too  l a t e  i n  t h e  review per iod  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  
information needed, you should accep t  a p p l i c a n t ' s  c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  
approve t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  and adv i se  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  i n  t h e  approva l  
le t ter  t h a t  t h e  program w i l l  be c l o s e l y  monitored e a r l y  i n  t h e  
program yea r .  However, if t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  are e l ig ib l e ,  bu t  t h e r e  i s  
s u b s t a n t i a l  ev idence  t h a t  they do n o t  meet t h e  requirements  of 
Sec t ion  570.303(b) (5) o f  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n ,  funding for t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  
affected by such d e f i c i e n c i e s  is t o  be c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved. Such 
approva ls  are a p p r o p r i a t e  only where s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  
c o r r e c t i v e  o r  remedial a c t i o n s  can be taken by t h e  g r a n t e e  w i th in  a 
reasonable  t i m e  after  the  end o f  t h e  review per iod  t o  overcome t h e  
d e f i c i e n c i e s  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  necessary  t o  permit  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be 
undertaken as proposed, o r ,  if necessary ,  w i th  modi f ica t ions .  A l l  
c o n d i t i o n a l  approva ls  must be i n s e r t e d  i n  item 20 o f  t h e  Funding 
Approval Form (HUD-7082) and t h e  reasons  f o r  t h e  cond i t i ons  and t h e  
a c t i o n s  necessary  t o  remove them must be s p e c i f i e d .  

S ince  t h e  CDBG program was i n t o  its t h i r d  year  and most g r a n t e e s  had 
s u b s t a n t i a l  record  concerning program p rog re s s ,  performance and compliance, 
t h e  Notice a l s o  r e q u i r e d  HUD Area Offices t o  g i v e  c l o s e  s c r u t i n y  t o  g r a n t e e s '  
performance i n  accordance wi th  the  new s t anda rds  publ ished on January 27, 
1977 T h i s  in format ion  was t o  be c a r e f u l l y  considered i n  reviewing 
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  c r i t e r i a  for reviewing HAP, c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  
and equa l  oppor tun i ty  performance matters was provided. 

Where performance d e f i c i e n c i e s  were found, a g r a n t e e  was t o  be advised i n  
s p e c i f i c  terms o f  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  d e f i c i e n c i e s  and t h e  s t e p s  t o  be taken t o  
remedy them. Grantees  were t o  be given a f u l l  oppor tun i ty  t o  respond t o  Area 
Office f i n d i n g s  and e x p l a i n  t h e  a c t i o n s  they expected t o  t a k e  t o  exped i t e  
programs o r  remkdy noncompliance. However, i f  a g r a n t e e  d i d  no t  respond t o  
Area Office f i n d i n g s  a f te r  being given adequate n o t i c e  and an  oppor tun i ty  t o  
c o r r e c t  such d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  t h e  Notice s p e c i f i e d  a series o f  procedures  and 
sanc t ions :  
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...g r a n t e e s  should be p laced  on n o t i c e  i n  w r i t i n g  o f  t h e  remedial or  
c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  t o  be taken t o  overcome t h e  d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  and t h a t  
f a i l u r e  t o  comply may r e s u l t  i n  a c o n d i t i o n a l  approval  o f  t h e  
succeeding y e a r ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  t h e  imposi t ion o f  funding s a n c t i o n s  
pursuant  t o  Subpart  J o f  t h e  r egu la t i on .  I n  t h e  most s e r i o u s  such 
cases o f  cont inued nonperformance o r  noncompliance, t h e  HUD Area 
Office should t r a n s m i t ,  through t h e  Regional Of f i ce ,  a 
recommendation t o  Cen t r a l  Office f o r  r educ t ion  o f  c u r r e n t  o r  
succeeding year  funding. Cent ra l  Office w i l l  suppor t  your managment 
dec i s ion ,  i f  there  is an adequate a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  record .  

1224 C.F.R. 5 7 0 . 3 1 1 ( f ) ( l )  (1979).  Sec t ion  570.603 referred t o  i n  subsec t ion  
. 3 1 1 ( f ) ( l )  reads: 

570.603 Environment. 

I n  o rde r  t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  p o l i c i e s  o f  t h e  Nat iona l  Enviromental Pol icy  
Act o f  1969 are most e f f e c t i v e l y  implemented i n  connect ion w i t h  t h e  
expendi ture  o f  funds under t h i s  Part t h e  r e c i p i e n t  s h a l l  comply w i t h  
HUD Environmental Review Procedures (24 CFR P a r t  58) l ead ing  t o  
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  release of  funds f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t s .  
These procedures  set f o r t h  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n ,  p o l i c i e s ,  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and procedures  governing the  c a r r y i n g  o u t  of  
enviromental  review r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o f  r e c i p i e n t s .  

1324 C.F.R. 570.31 1 ( f )  ( 2 ) (  1979). Sec t ion  570.607 referred t o  i n  subsec t ion  
3 1 1 ( f ( 2 reads : 

570.607 A c t i v i t i e s  f o r  which o t h e r  Federa l  funds must sought.  

A r e c i p i e n t  may use  community development funds f o r  t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  
p u b l i c .  s e r v i c e s  as descr ibed  i n  570.201(e) f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  ( o t h e r  
t han  those  p rev ious ly  approved under the  model c i t i e s  program and 
described i n  570.200(c);  o r  f lood  o r  dra inage  f a c i l i t i e s  as 
descr ibed  i n  5 7 0 . 2 0 1 ( ~ ) ( 1 3 ) ,  Provided That :  

( a )  An a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  w r i t t e n  i nqu i ry  has been made t o  t h e  Federa l  
agency o r  agenc i e s ,  i f  any,  which conduct a program o r  programs most 
l i k e l y  t o  meet t h e  needs f o r  which community development funds are 
be ing  cons idered ,  o r  o f  t h e  State o r  l o c a l  agency o r  agenc i e s ,  i f  
any which cus tomar i ly  r ece ive  funds from such programs and 
andminis te r  them wi th in  t h e  r e c i p i e n t ' s  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

(b)  One o f  t h e  fo l lowing  responses  has been rece ived:  ( 1 )  A 
w r i t t e n  s ta tement  o f  r e j e c t i o n  from such F e d e r a l ,  State o r  l o c a l  
agency, if any; ( 2 )  a w r i t t e n  s ta tement  t h a t  funds cannot  be made 
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a t  least  90 days a f ter  t h e  r e q u e s t ;  o r  ( 3 )  no response  
from the  F e d e r a l ,  State o r  l o c a l  agency, i f  any,  w i t h i n  a 45 day 
pe r iod  from t h e  date o f  a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  i n q u i r y ;  which s tates t h a t  
funds  can be made a v a i l a b l e  w i th in  90 days from t h e  date o f  t h e  
responses .  
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( c )  The r e c i p i e n t  has n o t i f i e d  HUD o f  the  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
o r  i n q u i r y  and has rece ived  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  from HUD t o  i n c u r  c o s t s  
f o r  such a c t i v i t i e s .  

"24 C.F.R. 570.311 ( f ) ( 3 )  (1979).  
i n  S e c t i o n s  570.910(b) referred t o  i n  subsec t ion  3 1 1 ( f ) ( 3 )  reads: 

Matters r e l a t i n g  t o  c o n d i t i o n a l  approva ls  

I 

( 9 )  Condition t h e  approval  of  a suceeding year's a p p l i c a t i o n  i f  
there is  s u b s t a n t a n t i a l  evidence o f  a lack o f  p rog re s s ,  

( 10 )  Reduce t h e  r e c i p i e n t ' s  annual  g r a n t  by up t o  t h e  amount 
c o n d i t i o n a l l y  approved pursuant t o  570.31 1 ( f )  ( 3 )  where such 
cond i t i on  or c o n d i t i o n s  have not  been sat isf ied.  

Sec t ion  570.911 referred t o  i n  subsec t ion  3 1 1 ( f ) ( 3 )  reads: 

Reduction o f  Annual Grant. 

When t h e  S e c r e t a r y  determines on the  basis of a review of an 
e n t i t l e m e n t  r e c i p i e n t ' s  performance, t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  set  f o r t h  
i n  570.909(a) have not  been met, t h e  S e c r e t a r y  may make an  
a p p r o p r i a t e  r educ t ion  i n  t h e  en t i t l emen t  g r a n t  amount f o r  t he  
succeeding program year .  A r educ t ion  w i l l  n o t  be made i n  the 
e n t i t l e m e n t  g r a n t  amount u n t i l  a t  least  one of t h e  c o r r e c t i v e  o r  
remedial a c t i o n s  specified i n  570.910(b) has been taken ,  and only  
then i f  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  has not  made an a p p r o p r i a t e  and t ime ly  
response.  The S e c r e t a r y  may reduce the  e n t i t l e m e n t  amount down t o  
ze ro  f o r  a succeeding program year .  P r i o r  t o  making a r educ t ion  i n  . 
t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  amount under t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  however, t he  r e c i p i e n t  
sha l l  be n o t i f i e d  and g iven  an oppor tun i ty  w i th in  a p re sc r ibed  time 
f o r  an in formal  c o n s u l t a t i o n  regard ing  t h e  proposed a c t i o n .  

l 5 U . 3 .  Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Reviewing and Process ing  
Community Development Block Grant Ent i t l ement  Appl ica t ions ,  Handbook 6053.1 
Rev. (March 1979). Chapter  8 o f  t h e  Handbook d i s c u s s e s  the  g e n e r a l  use o f  
ttspecial condi t ions t t  pursuant  t o  24 CFR 570.311(f) and t h e i r  use i n  two 
specif ic  s u b s t a n t i v e  areas: a p p l i c a t i o n  d e f i c i e n c i e s  and performance 
d e f i c i e n c i e s .  Genera l ly ,  app rova l s  w i t h  special cond i t i ons  may be made on ly  
where s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  c o r r e c t i v e  o r  remedial a c t i o n s  can be t aken  
w i t h i n  a prescribed r ea sonab le  time after the end of the  review per iod  t o  
overcome t h e  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  The form of  the  cond i t i on  must s p e c i f y  t h e  
a c t i o n ( s )  necessary  t o  remove i t ,  and the  date(s)  by which t h e  a c t i o n s  must be 
taken .  The c o n t r a c t  c o n d i t i o n  must be approved by the  HUD Area Counsel and be 
i n s e r t e d  i n t o  the  funding form t o  be s igned by t h e  g ran t ee s .  

I 



The Handbook a l s o  d i s c u s s e s  what a p p l i c a t i o n  d e f i c i e n c i e s  may be t h e  s u b j e c t  
o f  a c o n d i t i o n a l  approval .  If by t h e  60th day o f  t h e  review pe r iod ,  the  
a p p l i c a n t  has  been w i l l i n g  bu t  unable  t o  c o r r e c t  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  t h e  Annual 
Community Development Program involv ing  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  maximum feasible 
p r i o r i t y ,  p l a i n l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t ,  p l a i n l y  i napp rop r i a t e ,  o r  program b e n e f i t  t o  
low- and moderate-income persons ,  or t h e  HAP, t h e  Handbook s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  a 
s p e c i a l  cond i t i on  is the  app rop r i a t e  remedy rather than a g r a n t  d i sapprova l .  
A l l  or p a r t  o f  the  a p p l i c a t i o n  funds may be t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  cond i t i on .  I n  
cases where the whole a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  o b l i g a t i o n  is  affected by t h e  de f i c i ency ,  
t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  o r  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  g r a n t  s h a l l  be p r o h i b i t e d  u n t i l  
t h e  cond i t i on  is met. I n  cases where only a s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i a b l e  
a c t i v i t y  o r  p r o j e c t  is affected, on ly  the  u t i l i z a t i o n  o r  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  t h e  
funds f o r  t h a t  a c t i v i t y  o r  p r o j e c t  sha l l  be p roh ib i t ed  u n t i l  t h e  cond i t i on  i s  
met. Appl ica t ion  d e f i c i e n c i e s  which do not  have a bear ing  on t h e  c u r r e n t  
y e a r ' s  program o r  the  HAP s h a l l  no t  be a basis f o r  c o n t r a c t  cond i t i on .  I n  
' add i t i on ,  subsequent HUD i s suances  t o  the  f i e l d  have i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  on ly  t hose  
a p p l i c a t i o n  d e f i c i e n c i e s  which would warrant  d i sapprova l  are t o  be t h e  s u b j e c t  
o f  a cond i t i on .  The Handbook also s p e c i f i e s  a form example o f  c o n d i t i o n a l  
approva l  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  d e f i c i e n c i e s .  

Performance d e f i c i e n c i e s  may a l s o  be the s u b j e c t  of a c o n d i t i o n a l  approval .  
Two c i rcumstances  are described when a s p e c i a l  c o n t r a c t  cond i t i on  i s  
a p p r o p r i a t e  when t h e r e  is s u b s t a n t i a l  evidence t h a t  there has been o r  w i l l  be 
a lack o f  s u b s t a n t i a l  p rog re s s ,  nonconformance, noncompliance, o r  a l a c k  o f  
con t inu ing  c a p a c i t y  on the  p a r t  o f  t h e  app l i can t .  The first circumstance 
occu r s  where t h e  p r e r e q u i s i t e s  f o r  an immediate g r a n t  r educ t ion  set  f o r t h  i n  
24 CFR 570.911 have not  been met. The second circumstance occurs  where t h e  
Area Office wants t o  provide  t h e  g r a n t e e  w i th  a l a s t  chance t o  c o r r e c t  i t s  
performance problems be fo re  its g r a n t  is reduced. 

The c o n d i t i o n  may ei ther  impose a r e s t r i c t i o n  on the  o b l i g a t i o n  and 
u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  g r a n t  funds f o r  the  affected p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  u n t i l  t h e  
c o n d i t i o n  is  removed o r  permit  t h e  u n r e s t r i c t e d  use  o f  g r a n t s  funds f o r  t hose  
p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  u n t i l  such time as it is  determined t h a t  t h e  c o n t r a c t  
c o n d i t i o n  was not  met. The Handbook a l s o  specifies a form example of  a 
c o n d i t i o n a l  approva l  f o r  performance d e f i c i e n c i e s .  

I6U.  S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Funding Approval Under 
T i t l e  I of the  Housing Community Development Act of 1974 (Pub l i c  Law 93-3831, 
as amended, HUD-7082 (8-78) p.5. Area Offices send c o p i e s  of s p e c i a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  i n s e r t e d  i n t o  item 18 o f  t h e  g r a n t  agreement t o  t h e  Cen t r a l  
Office. The cond i t i ons  are analyzed for r epo r t i ng  purposes and t o  determine 
t h e  t e c h n i c a l  adequacy and app rop r i a t enes s  f o r  i n t e r n a l  management purposes.  



SECTION 3 FOOTNOTES 

'Staff Report, Community Development Block Grant Program, Committee Print, 
Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development of the House Committee on 
Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, 95th Cong., 1st Sess., (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, February, 19771, pp. 33 and' 34. See also 
Targetinp Community Development, the third report on the Brookings Institution 
Monitoring Study of the Community Development Block Grant Program, January, 
1980, p.24. 

2Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, Public Law No. 93-383, 
Sections 105(a)(2); (a)(3); (aI(8); and (a)(13), (1974). 

343 Fed. Reg. 8460 (1978) Section 570.301(~)(3). 

'Low- and moderate-income areas are those tracts with a median family income 
of less than or equal to 80 percent of the SMSA median family income. 

5Area distress or census tract distress measures the extent of poverty and the 
degree of physical decay for each census tract relative to all other census 
tracts in that city. 
distress of the census tract: The percentage of persons living below the 
poverty level in 1969; the percentage of housing built prior to 1940; the 
percentage of dwelling units non-owner-occupied; and, the census tract median 
family income. 

Four factors are considered in determining the level of 

r- 

I 
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SECTION 4 FOOTNOTES 

ltvSpecially Authorized a c t i v i t i e s  must be shown by the  a p p l i c a n t  t o  be 
necessary  and app rop r i a t e  t o  implement t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  s t r a t e g y  f o r  economic 
development. The a p p l i c a n t  s h a l l  provide HUD w i t h  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  
a c t i v i t y  and o f  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a n t ' s  strategy f o r  economic 
development. I n  a u t h o r i z i n g  a c t i v i t i e s ,  HUD w i l l  t a k e  i n t o  account  t h e  amount 
o f  long- term employment t o  be genera ted  by t h e  a c t i v i t y  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  low and 
moderate income persons ,  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of the a c t i v i t y  t o  s t i m u l a t e  p r i v a t e  
inves tment ,  t h e  degree o f  impact on t h e  economic cond i t i ons  o f  t h e  a p p l i c a n t ,  
and t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  o t h e r  Fede ra l  funds." 24 CFR 570.203. 

2Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974, 24 CFR 105(a ) (14 ) ,  Sec t ion  
105(a) (15) .  Note t h a t  t h e s e  changes w i l l  no t  affect  planned CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  
u n t i l  program year  1981. 

1 

3The economic development s t r a t e g y  measure inc ludes  as economic development 
a l l  funds  budgeted f o r  park ing  f a c i l i t i e s ,  f o r  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  o f  p r i v a t e l y  
owned u t i l i t i e s ,  f o r  s p e c i a l l y  au thor ized  economic development a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 
f o r  l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons .  Add i t i ona l ly ,  it i n c l u d e s  a l l  funds  
budgeted f o r  any o t h e r  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  a conten t  a n a l y s i s  o f  a c i t y ' s  
a p p l i c a t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  t o  be f o r  promoting economic development. It is ci ted 
because it was used i n  prev ious  Annual Reports and can be r e p l i c a t e d  f o r  1980 
t o  ana lyze  time t r ends .  

The economic development purpose measure i nc ludes  as economic development t h a t  
p o r t i o n  o f  funds f o r  any a c t i v i t y  t h a t  a con ten t  a n a l y s i s  o f  a c i t y ' s  
a p p l i c a t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  t o  be f o r  promoting economic development. The l o c a l  
program purpose measure is more r e f ined  than the  s t r a t e g y  measure, and it a l s o  
permi ts  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  s p e c i f i c  sub-purposes f o r  which a c i t y  budgeted 
economic development. The purpose measure was coded only  from 1980 
a p p l i c a t i o n s  and, t h e r e f o r e ,  is  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p r i o r  years. 

'This  f i n d i n g  o f  s t a b i l i t y  i n  l e v e l  of  funding f o r  economic development is 
somewhat d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  f i n d i n g s  repor ted  i n  Chabter 4. There are s e v e r a l  
reasons  f o r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e :  The two chap te r s  cover  l a r g e l y  d i f f e r e n t  time 
pe r iods .  Chapter 4 covers  1975-79 and Chapter 5,  Sec t ion  4, 1978-80. Chapter 
4 is based on data which are repor ted  expendi ture  data from En t i t l emen t  
Cities,  Urban Count ies ,  and Hold Harmless Communities, whi le  tha t  i n  Chapter 
5, S e c t i o n  4 ,  is based on budget information from CDBG En t i t l emen t  C i t y  
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  data are based on d i f f e r e n t  samples--Chapter 4 
i n c l u d e s  some 600 En t i t l emen t  Cities,  Urban Counties ,  and Hold Harmless 
Cities,  wh i l e  Chapter 5 ,Sec t ion  4 ,  is based on 200 Ent i t l ement  Cities. 

5See Note 3 Supra.  

6Economic Development and t h e  Community Development Block Grant Program, 
CPD, Office of Evalua t ion  (Summer, 1980). 

HUD, 

'See a l s o  Methodological Appendix, Sec t ion  4. 
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SECTION 5 FOOTNOTES 

'Similar weight ing was not  done due t o  t h e  importance o f  t h e  formula used. t o  
a l l o c a t e  federal housing a s s i s t a n c e  funds t o  geographica l  areas. T h i s  "fair  
share" formula is  based on specif ic  housing needs (see Footnote  3 ) .  S ince  
both g r a n t  s i z e  and o t h e r  formula cons ide ra t i ons  were used t o  select  the  
sample c i t i e s  and t h u s  t o  weight t h e i r  data,  weight ing HAP data by t h e  same 
va lues  as t h e  CDBG funding data would be inapp rop r i a t e .  

The major except ions  t o  t h i s  requirement are proposa ls  t o  provide 12 o r  
fewer dwel l ing  u n i t s  and proposa ls  w i t h  respect t o  housing i n  HUD approved new 
communities (24 CFR 891.201). 

T h i s  fair  share formula is c a l c u l a t e d  by averag ing  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  area's 
percentage  o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  t o t a l s  f o r  each of  t h e  fo l lowing  s i x  f a c t o r s :  
Popula t ion ;  number of families w i t h  income below 50 percent  of median fami ly  
income f o r  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  census r eg ions ;  number o f  housing u n i t s  l a ck ing  some 
o r  a l l  plumbing f ac i l i t i e s ;  number o f  housing u n i t s  w i t h  more than 1.01 
persons  per room; t h e  number o f  a d d i t i o n a l  vacant  housing u n i t s  t h a t  would be 
needed t o  b r ing  the  vacancy rate up t o  6 pe rcen t ;  and t h e  number o f  r e n t e r  
households paying more t han  25 percent  o f  t h e i r  income f o r  g r o s s  r e n t ,  l a ck ing  
complete plumbing f ac i l i t i e s ,  and/or  l i v i n g  i n  overcrowded housing. 

The Area Office must fo l low l o c a l  chief e x e c u t i v e ' s  recommendation i n  t h e  
fo l lowing  cases u n l e s s  they  have v lsubs tan t ia l l l  evidence t o  t h e  con t r a ry :  If 
t h e  proposed number o f  dwel l ing  u n i t s  exceeds the  th ree- year  HAP g o a l s  by 
housing type  o r  by household type  w i th in  either t e n u r e  type ;  i f  t h e  proposed 
l o c a t i o n  o f  newly cons t ruc t ed  o r  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  rehabi l i ta ted u n i t s  is  n o t  
w i t h i n  the  gene ra l  l o c a t i o n s  specified i n  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  HAP and is  
o b j e c t i o n a b l e  t o  the  l o c a l  government f o r  specified reasons ;  and/or  i f  t h e  
proposed housing a s s i s t a n c e  is  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  any o t h e r  l i m i t i n g  f a c t o r s  
set f o r t h  i n  t h e  HAP (24 CFR 891.204(b)).  

The fo l lowing  d i scus s ion  is drawn from Raymond S t ruyk ,  Saving the  Housing 
Ass i s t ance  P l ans ,  The Urban I n s t i t u t e ,  1980; Monitoring Community 
Development, The Working Group on Community Development Reform, 1980; and 
tes t imony dur ing  1980 CDBG r e a u t h o r i z a t i o n  hear ings.  

Except ions are allowed f o r  a p p l i c a n t s  w i th in  HUD approved areawide Housing 
Oppor tun i t i e s  P lans  and i n  cases where "15 percent"  g o a l s  would c l e a r l y  n o t  be 
feasible (24 CFR 5 7 0 . 3 0 6 ( c ) ( l > ( b ) ( i i i ) ) .  

ni 

1 4 2  



METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX 

SECTION 1 :  SAMPLES AND SAMPLING METHODOLOGIES 

The data  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  were der ived  from d i v e r s e  sources .  Two l a r g e  samples 
provided most o f  t h e  informat-ion i n  Chapters  3 and 4. 

Chapter 3: The CDBG Evalua t ion  Sample 

~ - I n  p rev ious  y e a r s ,  t h e  Evalua t ion  Data Base was based on a sample of  151 
Metropol i tan  Communities. With t h e  e l imina t ion  o f  Hold-Harmless Communities 
from t h e  e n t i t l e m e n t  un ive r se  i n  1980, only 113 of  t h e  151 sample c i t i es  
remained i n  t h e  un iverse .  It was t h u s  necessary t o  redes ign  the  e v a l u a t i o n  
sample. I 

H 

The new CDBG eva lua t ion  sample  i s  a s t r a t i f i ed  random sample of  200 
e n t i t l e m e n t  c i t i e s .  S t r a t i f i c a t i o n  was based on t h e  fol lowing v a r i a b l e s :  I 
S i z e  of  r e c i p i e n t ' s  g r a n t ;  whether t h e  r e c i p i e n t  was a c e n t r a l  c i t y  o r  a 
suburban c i t y ;  and whether t h e  r e c i p i e n t  q u a l i f i e d  under CDBG Formula A or  I 

Formula B. S e l e c t i o n  was a l s o  designed t o  promote t h e  maximum r e t e n t i o n  of  
c i t i es  inc luded  i n  t h e  151 c i t y  sample. 

Because o f ' t h e  importance of making comparisons between c e n t r a l  c i t i es  and 
non- cent ra l  c i t ies ,  and between c i t i es  us ing  Formula A and Formula B, t h e  
un ive r se  was considered t o  c o n s i s t  of four  sub- universes def ined  by these 
characteristics. The sample was selected independent ly  i n  each sub- 
un ive r se .  

Based on a v a i l a b l e  da ta ,  an a l l o c a t i o n  between c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  and non- central  
c i t i e s  t h a t  would y i e l d  a minimum sampling e r r o r  f o r  estimates r e l a t i n g - t o  t h e  
whole un ive r se  would r e q u i r e  t h a t  on ly  about 29 o f  t h e  200 sample c i t i e s  be 
non- cent ra l  c i t i e s .  However, t o  provide g r e a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  f o r  s t a t i s t i c s  
retlatirrg, t o  non- central  c i t i e s  and f o r  comparisons between c e n t r a l  and non- 
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  t h e  sample size for  non- central  c i t i es  was increased  t o  50. 
For  t h e  same reasons ,  t h e  sample was s p l i t  evenly between c i t i e s  usin-g,Formula 
A and c i t i e s  u s i n g  Formula B. 

Within each of  t h e  four  sub- universes ,  t h e  c i t i e s  were d iv ided  i n t o  f i v e  
s t r a t a  accord ing  t o  g r a n t  amount. The optimum a l l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  sample among 
t h e  f i v e  s t ra ta  depends upon t h e  mean square dev ia t i on  wi th in  each s t ra tum.  
This  is d i f f e r e n t  f o r  each s t a t i s t i c  t o  be der ived from t h e  sample. However, 
expe r i ence  has shown t h a t  t h e  mean square  d e v i a t i o n  u s u a l l y  ranges  between 
b e i n g . p r o p o r t i o n a 1  t o  t h e  mean va lue  of t h e  g r a n t  amount i n  t h e  s t r a tum and 
being -proport ional  t o  t h e  square  of t h e  g r a n t  amount. Therefore ,  an  
i n t e rmed ia t e  p o s i t i o n  was taken ,  namely, t h e  mean square  dev ia t i on  would be 
approximately p r o p o r t i o n a l  t o  t h e  g r a n t  amount raised t o  t h e  power 3/2. This 
c a l l s  f o r  sampling c i t i e s  w i t h  p r o b a b i l i t y  p ropor t i ona t e  t o  t h e  mean g r a n t  
amount- i n  t h e  stratum raised t o  t h e  power 3/4. Accordingily, t h e  sample has 
been a l l o c a t e d  as shown below.' The base year used f o r  d rawing . the  sample was 
19'79. I 



The CDBG S ix th  Annual Report i s  t h e  first Annual Report t o  use t h i s  200 c i t y  
sample. To provide f o r  comparison over time, 1978, 1979, and 1980 CDBG 
Appl ica t ion  Data f o r  c i t i e s  i n  t h e  sample were included i n  t h e  data base.  

over  $10 
$4- 10 
$2-4 
$1-2 
under $1 

The s i z e  o f  t h e  un ive r se  of en t i t l emen t  communities changes yea r ly .  I n  no year  
does t h e  number of coded documents a c t u a l l y  equa l  200. In 1978 . s ix  of  t h e  
c i t i es  included i n  t h e  sample elected not t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  CDBG 
program. The number of non- pa r t i c ipa t ing  sample c i t i e s  i n  1979 w a s  f i v e .  The 
a c t u a l  sample s i z e  f o r  1980 was 168. T h i s  is due t o  exc lus ion  o f  s i x  non- 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  and twenty- six p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose a p p l i c a t i o n s  a r r i v e d  t o o  l a t e  
f o r  i n c l u s i o n  here .  However, s i n c e  t he  a c t u a l  changes i n  number from 1978 t o  
1980 were no t  -s i g n i f i c a n t ,  t h e  sample was no t  redrawn f o r  any of t h e s e  
yea r s .  

Actua l  f i g u r e s  on t h e  un ive r se  of  c i t i e s  and t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  sample c i t i e s  
by s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  1978, 1979, and 1980 fo l lows:  

1978-200 C I T Y  SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

CENTRAL CITIES 
GRANT AMOUNT FORMULA A FORMULA B 

( m i l l i o n s  of d o l l a r s ?  Universe Sample Universe Sample 

1978-200 C I T Y  SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

CENTRAL CITIES 
GRANT AMOUNT FORMULA A FORMULA B 

Universe Sample Universe Sample 

11 11 29 29 
28 28 33 18 
33 13 51 16 
56 14 43 9 
68 9 28 3 

1978-200 C I T Y  SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

NON-CENTRAL CITIES 
FORMULA A FORMULA B 

UNIVERSE SAMPLE UNIVERSE SAMPLE 
GRANT AMOUNT 

v e r  $10 
4-10 
2-4 
1-2 
nder  $1 

-- -- -- -- 
2 2 2 2 
8 4 17 9 

22 5 27 9 
75 10 19 3 

~- 

T o t a l  un iverse  of  e l i g i b l e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  Ent i t l ement  program = 558 
T o t a l c u n i v e r s e  of  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  Ent i t l ement  program = 552 
T o t a l  o f  e l i g i b l e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  Sample = 200 
T o t a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  Sample = 195 

1 4 4  l l  



1979-200 CITY SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

CENTRAL CITIES 
GRANT AMOUNT FORMULA A FORMULA B 

< m i l l i o n s  of d o l l a r s )  UNIVERSE SAMPLE UNIVERSE SAMPLE 

over $10 11 11 29 29 
$4- 1 0 28 28 33 18 
$2-4 33 13 51 16 
$1-2 56 14 43 9 
under $1 68 9 28 3 

1979-200 C I T Y  SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

NON-CENTRAL CITIES 
GRANT AMOUNT FORMULA A FORMULA B 

( m i l l i o n s  of d o l l a r s )  UNIVERSE SAMPLE UNIVERSE SAMPLE 

2-4 
1-2 
nder  $1 

-- -- -- 
2 2 2 
8 4 18 

22 5 26 
77 11 19 

-- 
2 

10 
8 
3 

T o t a l  un ive r se  of e l i g i b l e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  Ent i t l ement  program = 561 
T o t a l  un ive r se  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  En t i t l emen t  program = 554 
T o t a l  o f , e l i g i b l e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  Sample = 200 
T o t a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  sample= 195 

I 1980-200 C I T Y  SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

CENTRAL CITIES 
GRANT AMOUNT FORMULA A FORMULA B 

UNIVERSE SAMPLE UNIVERSE SAMPLE 

v e r  $10 
4-10 
2-4 
1-2 

11 9 29 21 
28 27 33 15 
33 10 51 15 
55 10 43 9 
70 9 31 3 

M 



I 1980-200 CITY SAMPLE ALLOCATION 

over $10 
$4- 10 
$2-4 
$1-2 
under $1 

NON-CENTRAL CITIES 
GRANT AMOUNT FORMULA A FORMULA B 

(millions of dollars) UNIVERSE SAMPLE UNIVERSE SAMPLE I 
-- -- -- -- 

2 2 2 2 
7 4 18 6 

22 5 24 8 
76 9 18 4 '  

Total universe of eligible participants in Entitlement program = 572 
Total universe of participants in Entitlement program = 553 
Total of eligible participants in Sample = 200 
Coded documents in sample = 168 

I NOTES 

I 
1 Benjamin Tepping, "A Sample of 200 Metropolitan Entitlement Cities." 

Westat Corporation (1980). 

CHAPTER 4: THE 1980 CDBG ACCOMPLISHMENTS SURVEY SAMPLE 

The 1980 CDBG Accomplishments-Survey was a mail questionnaire sent to the 
Community Development Directors of all participating CDBG entitlement 
jurisdictions. The questionnaires were mailed in December 1979. Between 
January and March 1980, community development officials from 646 Entitlement 
Cities, Urban Counties, and Hold Harmless Communities completed and returned 
the questionnaire. 

The survey instrument used in this survey was jointly developed by HUD, the 
Academy For Contemporary Problems, several local community development 
directors, and staff members of national organizations concerned with the CDBG 
program. This survey is the only source of available data on actual 
cumulative accomplishments of the entitlement CDBG program at the national 
level. It was designed to collect detailed information from the CDBG 
entitlement grantees on the CDBG activities and projects which were completed 
from 1975 through September 30, 1979. 

Of 1,364 program participants, 646 returned completed questionnaires. 
Respondents have been stratified by program type and by grant size. The 
responding communities constituted 48 percent of all CDBG entitlement grantees 
and accounted for 55 percent of all funds assigned to entitlement 
jurisdictions over the five years. The respondents were fairly evenly 
distributed among small, medium, and large communities. 
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;RANTEE TYPE GRANT GRANT 
AND GRANT AMOUNT SAMPLE (000) SAMPLE (000) 

letropo l i t a n  C i t y  
Less t h a t  $5 m i l l i o n  227 $352,758 446 $671,917 
$5-20 m i l l i o n  41 416,232 76 763,542 
Greater than  $20 m i l l i o n  7 274,785 10 479,586 

Irban County 
Less  t han  $5 m i l l i o n  45 122,985 77 215,183 
Greater than  $5 m i l l i o n  4 44,560 8 . 89;217 

o ld  Harmless 321 198,827 
646 $1,410,147 

729 339,846 
1,364 $2,559,191 

The informat ion  obta ined  from the  CDBG Accomplishments survey is r epo r t ed  as 
p r o j e c t e d  sums o f  n a t i o n a l  accomplishments. Pro jec ted  sums are a l s o  r epo r t ed  
f o r  each g ran t ee  t ype ,  t h e  major census r eg ions ,  popula t ion  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and 
l e v e l s  o f  community distress. This a l lows  a d i scus s ion  of  n a t i o n a l  
accomplishments and an examination o f  the success  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  communities 
wfth s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  It should a l s o  be noted t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  
in format ion  i n  Chapter 4 is based on t h e  a c t u a l . e x p e n d i t u r e  o f  CDBG funds f o r  
En t i t l emen t  Citie-s; Urban Countie-s; and Hold Harmless Communitie-s from 1975 t o  
1979, it may d i f f e r  s l i g h t l y  i n  some in s t ances  from informat ion  r epo r t ed  i n  
Chapter 3 which was based on budgeted information f o r  En t i t l emen t  Cities only  
from 1978 - t o  1980. Chapter 3 d i s c u s s e s  budgeted in format ion ;  Chapter 4 
d i s c u s s e s  expended information f o r  t h e  1975-1979 per iod  i n  which it was spent-. 

To produce n a t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s  of accomplishments w i t h  CDBG funds ,  responses  
t o  t h e  survey were weighted accord ingdto  t h e  annual  CDBG g r a n t  amount rece ived  
by the  communities. For example, survey responses  from Smaller  Metro Cities 
were weighted by a f a c t o r  o f  1.904 t o  set t h e i r  53 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  
Smaller  Metro annual  g r a n t s  equ iva l en t  t o  100 percent .  Even though over  h a l f  
o f  t h e  a s s igned  funds are accounted for  by t h e  survey respondents  and the  
weight ing is c a r e f u l l y  a p p l i e d ,  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n s  w i l l  con t a in  some amount o f  
e r r o r .  Never the less ,  t h i s  cau t iona ry  no t e  should n o t  obscure t h e  importance 
o f  t h e  in format ion  presen ted  i n  Chapter 4 and i n  the  accompanying Appendix. 
Both provide ,  f o r  t h e  first time, detailed accounts  on a n a t i o n a l  basis o f  t h e  
a c t u a l  accomplishments t h a t  r e s u l t e d  from t h e  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  program from 
1975 t o  1979. 
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The fol lowing;  wetght ing scheme was u t i l i z e d :  

ACCOMPLISHMENTS SURVEY WEIGHTING SCHEME 

GRANTEE TYPE AND 
ANNUAL GRANT AMOUNT WEIGHT 

En t i t l emen t  Less Than $5 m 1 .go4 
Ent i t l ement  $5 - 20m 1.834 
Pn t i t l emen t  Greater than  $20m 1.745 
Vrban County Less Than $5 m 1.750 
Urban County Greater tham $5 m 2.002 
Hold Harmless 1.709 

SECTION 2: DESCRIPTION OF CDBG EVALUATION SAMPLE DATA 

The data i n  * t h e  CDBG Evalua t ion  Data base are der ived  from CDBG Appl ica t ions  r 

and Grantee Performance Reports (GPRs) f o r  t h e  200 c i t i e s  i n  t h e  CDBG 
eva lua t ion  sample. 

Data from 1979 and 1980 CDBG Appl ica t ions  were analyzed f o r  con ten t  and coded 
from two forms: The P r o j e c t  Summary, Form HUD-7066 (6-78),  and t h e  Cost 
Summary, Form HUD-7067 (6-78). Data from 1978 CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s  were der ived  
from an a n a l y s i s  o f  the  Community Development Program, Form HUD-7015.1 (11- 

L 
75) .  

The e n t i r e  Cost Summary has been coded f o r  1980. This form provides  citywide 
informat ion  concerning the  d o l l a r  amounts budgeted t o  a l l  e l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
t h e  p o r t i o n  of  funds being used f o r  planning and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  program 
income, and reprogrammed funds. 

The P r o j e c t  Summary Form provides  detailed informat ion  on each p r o j e c t  the  
g r a n t e e  p l a n s  t o  undertake w i th  CDBG funds.  Information coded from t h i s  form 
inc ludes :  The p r o j e c t  number; t h e  component a c t i v i t i e s ;  t h e  d o l l a r  amounts 
budgeted t o  the  component a c t i v i t i e s ;  t h e  amount o f  budgeted funds going t o  
b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income persons;  t h e  census  t rac ts  i n  which t h e  
p r o j e c t  is t o  occur ;  o t h e r  funds t o  be used i n  the  p r o j e c t  and their  source ;  I 
t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  accomplishments o f  the  p r o j e c t  ( f o r  example, the  number o f  
houses t o  be r e h a b i l i t a t e d ) ;  a more detai led d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s ;  
and t h e  g r a n t e e ' s  s ta ted purpose f o r  undertaking the  p r o j e c t .  

GPR in format ion ,  wi th  one p a r t i a l -e x c e p t i o n ,  is no t  included i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  
because '  it was unava i l ab l e  f o r  a n a l y s f s .  The t iming and con ten t  of  GPRs was 
changed e f f e c t i v e  June 1980. G P R s  noK a r r i v e  i n  the  Area Offices s i x  months 
la ter  than  they  d i d  i n  p r i o r  yeaFs; They a l s o  con ta in  more information than  
they d i d  p rev ious ly ,  making t h e  coding e f f o r t  more ex t ens ive .  An i n s u f f i c i e n t -  
number o f  GPRs had been r ece ived  and coded by t h e  c u t o f f  date f o r  completing 
t h e  a n a l y s i s  f o r  t h i s  r e p o r t  t o  form a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sample. I 
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For the sample cities, the one GPR form from which data are used is Status of 
Funds, Form HUD-4950.3 (1-801. The sample included here comprises 116 
cities. This form provides aggregate information on the current status of 
funds from all grant years for each city, the estimated program costs, the 
amount expended, the amount obligated, and the unexpended balance. 

The CDBG Evaluation Data Base also includes census data by city and for cities 
by census tract. These data make it possible to describe the areas in which 
cities plan to spend their CDBG funds in terms of characteristics of the 
housing stock and the income and race of the residents. 

SECTION 3: NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

There are now nine legislative objectives of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, as amended. They include: The elimination of slums 
and blight; the elimination of detrimental conditions; the conservation and 
expansion of the housing stock; the expansion and improvement of community 
services; promotion of a more rational use of land; reduction of the isolation 
of income groups; historic preservation; promotion of economic development; 
and promotion of energy conservation. For seven of these objectives, the 33 
budget line items contained in the CDBG application are apportioned to the 
national objective they best fit. The amount of funds devoted to the 
advancement of the other two objectives--reduction of the isolation of income 
groups and energy conservation--was calculated by adding the dollar amounts 
budgeted to projects that the cities noted in their narrative descriptions as 
being undertaken to promote these objectives. 

Listed below are the nine national objectives. Below each objective are the 
budget lines that relate to each objective or, in the case of reduction of the 
isolation of income groups and energy conservation, the method used to 
determine their fundings. 

NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

, (1) ELIMINATION OF SLUMS AND BLIGHT 

acquisition of real property 
relocation payments and assistance 
completion of previously approved urban renewal projects 
disposition 
payments for loss of rental income 

i '  
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( 4 )  

E L I M I N A T I O N  OF D E T R I M E N T A L  C O N D I T I O N S  THROUGH CODE ENFORCEMENT,  
D E M O L I T I O N ,  I N T E R I M  R E H A B I L I T A T I O N  A S S I S T A N C E ,  AND R E L A T E D  A C T I V I T I E S  

code enforcement 
c l ea rance  a c t i v i t i e s  
s o l i d  waste d i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t i e s  
water and sewer f a c i l i t i e s  
s t r e e t  improvements 
i n t e r i m  a s s i s t a n c e  
f l o o d  and dra inage  f a c i l i t i e s  

C O N S E R V A T I O N  AND E X P A N S I O N  OF THE H O U S I N G  S T O C K  

r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  
pub l i c  housing modernization 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p r i v a t e  p r o p e r t i e s  

E X P A N S I O N  AND IMPROVEMENT OF COMMUNITY S E R V I C E S  

p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  
f i r e  p r o t e c t  ion  fac ili t ies  
removal of  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  barriers 
pub l i c  u t i l i t i e s  

MORE R A T I O N A L  U S E  OF LAND AND THE B E T T E R  ARRANGEMENT OF R E S I D E N T I A L ,  
COMMERCIAL,  I N D U S T R I A L ,  R E C R E A T I O N A L ,  AND OTHER N E E D E D  A C T I V I T Y  C E N T E R S  

p a r k s ,  playgrounds and o t h e r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  
foundat ions  and p l a t fo rms  f o r  a i r  r i g h t s  s i t e s  
p e d e s t r i a n  malls and walkways 
s e n i o r  c e n t e r s  
c e n t e r s  f o r  t h e  handicapped 
neighborhood f ac i l i t i e s  
p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements 

R E D U C T I O N  OF THE I S O L A T I O N  OF I N C O M E  G R O U P S  

c a l c u l a t e d  by adding t h e  d o l l a r  amounts budgeted t o  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  t h e  
c i t i e s  r e p o r t  as designed to  promote t h i s  o b j e c t i v e .  

H I S T O R I C  P R E S E R V A T I O N  

h i s t o r i c  p re se rva t ion  

E C O N O M I C  DEVELOPMENT 

a c q u i s i t i o n  f o r  economic development 
p u b l i c  improvements and fac i l i t i e s  f o r  economic development 
commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  
s p e c i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  by l o c a l  development co rpo ra t i ons  
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  p r i v a t e l y  owned u t i l i t i e s  
park ing  f ac i l i t i e s  

, 
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(9) ENERGY CONSERVATION 

c a l c u l a t e d  by a d d i n g -t h e  d o l l a r  amounts budgeted t o  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  c i t i e s  
r e p o r t  as designed t o  promote t h i s  ob j ec t i ve .  

SECTION 4: -ACTIVITY GROUPS 

The a c t i v i t i e s ' c a r r i e d  o u t -u n d e r  the  Community Development Block Grant program 
are d iv ided  i n t o  seven c a t e g o r i e s :  Publ ic  works, housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and 
related a c t i v i t i e s ,  a c q u f s i t i o n  and demoli t ion,  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s ,  pub l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  open spaces  and parks ,  and admin i s t r a t i on .  Each of  the  budget 
l ines l i s t e d  i n  t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n  are apport ioned t o  one a c t i v i t y  group. 
The budget l i n e s  included under admin i s t r a t i on  are not  counted as program 
c o s t s .  Below are t h e  seven a c t i v i t y  groups and t h e  budget l i n e s  t h a t  are 
included i n  each o f  them. 

ACTIVITY GROUPS 

PUBLIC WORKS 

s o l i d  waste d i s p o s a l  f ac i l i t i e s  
parking f a c i l i t i e s  
p u b l i c  u t i l i t i e s ,  o t h e r  t han  water and sewer f a c i l i t i e s  
s t ree t  improvements 
water and sewer f a c i l i t i e s  
foundat ions  and p l a t fo rms  f o r  a i r  r i g h t s  sites 
p e d e s t r i a n  malls and walkways 
f lood  and dra inage  fac i l i t i es  
s p e c i a l l y  au tho r i zed  p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements 
removal o f  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  barriers 
s p e c i a l l y  au thor ized  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  privately-owned u t i l i t i e s  
pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s  and improvements f o r  economic development 
commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  f a c i l i t i e s  
snecial a c t i v i t i e s  by local development co rpo ra t i ons  

HOUSING REHABILITATION 

r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  
p u b l i c  housing modernizat ion 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p r i v a t e  p r o p e r t i e s  
code enforcement 

ACQUISITION AND DEMOLITION 

a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  real p rope r ty  
c l e a r a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s  
complet ion o f  previousIy-approved urban renewal p r o j e c t s  
r e l o c a t i o n  payments and a s s i s t a n c e  
h i s t o r i c  p re se rva t ion  
a c q u i s i t i o n  f o r  economic development 
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( 4 )  PUBLIC SERVICES 

p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  

(5 )  PUBLIC F A C I L I T I E S  

s e n i o r  c i t i z e n  c e n t e r s  
c e n t e r s  for t h e  handicapped 
neighborhood f ac t l i t i e s  
f i re  p r o t e c t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  and equipment 
i n t e r i m  a s s i s t a n c e  

( 6 )  OPEN SPACES AND PARKS 

p a r k s ,  p laygrounds ,  and o t h e r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  

(7 )  ADMINISTRATION 

d i s p o - s i t i o n  
.payments f o r  loss  of r e n t a l  income 
p l a n n i n g . a n d  urban env i ronmenta l  d e s i g n  
g e n e r a l  adm i n i  s t ra t i o n  
c o n t i n g e n c i e s  



SECTION 5: CDBG PURPOSE CATEGORIES 

CDBG l o c a l  program purpose c a t e g o r i e s  are used i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  i n  an e f f o r t  t o  
go beyond t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  community development spending by budget l i n e  
c a t e g o r i e s  and t o  i n d i c a t e  what c i t i e s  in tend  t o  do wi th  t h e i r  CDBG funds.  
T h i s  approach provides  a more d e t a i l e d  and accu ra t e  p i c t u r e  o f  t h e  use o f  CDBG 
funds than t h a t  obtained by r e l y i n g  on budget l i n e s  a lone .  For example, CDBG 
funds can be used t o  acqu i r e  land  and be r epo r t ed  as e i ther  Acquis i t ion  o f  
Real Proper ty  o r  as any one o f  s e v e r a l  o t h e r  budget l i n e s ,  such as P u b l i c  
F a c i l i t i e s  and Improvements, i f  t h e  land is  purchased on which t o  b u i l d  such a 
f a c i l i t y .  Therefore ,  t h e  same a c t i v i t y  can be r epo r t ed  on one of  s e v e r a l  
budget  l i n e s .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  a v a r i e t y  o f  u se s  o f  CDBG funds can be r epo r t ed  under a s i n g l e  
budget l i n e  o r  Component A c t i v i t y .  For example, funds r epo r t ed  i n  t h e  Publ ic  
F a c i l i t i e s  and Improvements budget l i n e  can be used t o  a c q u i r e  l and ,  t o  bu i ld  
a new f a c i l i t y ,  t o  rehabi l i ta te ,  improve o r  provide ope ra t i ng  c o s t s  f o r  an 
e x i s t i n g  f a c i l i t y ,  o r  promote energy conserva t ion  by weather iz ing  t h e  
s t r u c t u r e .  

r 
I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  budget l i n e s  p r i m a r i l y  provide an account ing convenience and are 
only  marg ina l ly  s a t i s f a c t o r y  f o r  determining the  s p e c i f i c  u se s  o f  Block Grant 
funds.  

I n  t h i s  r e p o r t  f i v e  CDBG l o c a l  program purpose types  are d i s t i ngu i shed .  They 
are : The conserva t ion  and expansion o f  t h e  housing s t o c k ;  economic 
development; t h e  p rov i s ion  o f  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s ;  promoting neighborhood 
conse rva t ion ;  and provid ing  g e n e r a l  pub l i c  improvements and s e r v i c e s .  The 
coding scheme allowed f o r  the  i n c l u s i o n  of  up t o  three purposes  f o r  each 
budget l i n e  item. The d o l l a r  amount estimates f o r  each purpose were 
c a l c u l a t e d  by d iv id ing  t h e  d o l l a r  amount f o r  each budget l i n e  equa l ly  among 
a l l  o f  t h e  purposes  t h a t  a c t i v i t y  was intended t o  promote. A d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  
each ca tegory  fo l lows .  

Conservat ion and Expansion o f  the  HousinR Stock 

CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h i s  purpose ca tegory  i nc lude  p r o j e c t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  
designed t o  rehabi l i ta te  e x i s t i n g  housing u n i t s ,  promote t h e  development o f  
new housing u n i t s ,  and t o  promote racial  and economic deconcent ra t ion  o f  
housing o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  

A c t i v i t i e s  funded f o r  t h i s  purpose g e n e r a l l y  i nc lude  such t h i n g s  as 
a c q u i s i t i o n  and related c o s t s  f o r  t h e  redevelopment of  land o r  f o r  t h e  sale  t o  
p r i v a t e  housing deve lopers ,  loan  and/or  g r a n t  programs f o r  p r i v a t e  housing 
u n i t s ,  code enforcement,  f a i r  housing advocacy, and housing counsel ing.  

Economic Development 

A c t i v i t i e s  designed t o  enhance t h e  l o c a l  t a x  base, gene ra t e  o r  r e t a i n  j obs ,  
p rov ide ,  r e t a i n ,  o r  expand e s s e n t i a l  commercial s e r v i c e s  i n  low- and moderate- 
income areas are cons idered  t o  be economic development. 
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A c t i v i t i e s  funded f o r  t h i s  purpose gene ra l l y  i nc lude  such t h i n g s  a s  
a c q u i s i t i o n  and related c o s t s  i n  Cent ra l  Business  District  r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  
p r o j e c t s  o r  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  land assembly p r o j e c t s ;  improvements t o  t h e  phys ica l  
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  i n  commercial o r  i n d u s t r i a l  areas (street r e p a i r s ,  adding 
park ing  f a c i l i t i e s ,  promotion o f  shopping areas, e t c . ) ;  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
programs involv ing  commercial es tab l i shments ;  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  t o  small and/or 
minor i ty  bus inesses ;  and similar a c t i v i t i e s  funded through Local Development 
Corporat ions.  

The Provis ion  o f  S o c i a l  Se rv i ce s  

Programs f o r  h e a l t h ,  educa t ion ,  c h i l d  care, s e n i o r  c i t i z e n s ,  t h e  handicapped, 
etc., and funds des igna ted  f o r  t h e  acqus i t i on ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  maintenance, and 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  faci l i t ies  t o  provide such services, q u a l i f y  as s o c i a l  
s e r v i c e  p r o j e c t s .  

To q u a l i f y  as a " s o c i a l  s e rv i ce f t  as opposed t o  a "publ ic  s e rv i ce"  r e q u i r e s  
t h a t  t h e  s e r v i c e  be di rected e x p l i c i t l y  toward a s p e c i f i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  group 
s h a r i n g  common age, s e x ,  h e a l t h ,  income, o r  educa t iona l  characteristics. The 
p rov i s ion  o f  "neighborhood se rv i ce s "  without  a more s p e c i f i c  d e f i n i t i o n  is  
cons idered  t o  be funding f o r  Neighborhood Conservation. 

Neighborhood Conservat ion 

Programs involv ing  coord ina ted  phys i ca l  improvements t o  conserve r e s i d e n t i a l  
neighborhoods which have been undergoing dec l ine  wi th  a coord ina ted  package of 
p u b l i c  improvements which might i nc lude  a c t i v i t i e s  such as street and s idewalk  
r e p a i r ,  storm and s a n i t a r y  d r a i n s ,  and parks  would q u a l i f y  as neighborhood 
conserva t ion .  A l l  a c t i v i t i e s  occur r ing  i n  an NSA which are no t  coded as 
economic development, housing, o r  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  f a l l  i n t o  t h i s  category.  
Other non-NSA p r o j e c t s  wi th  neighborhood r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  as a g o a l  are a l s o  
inc luded  i n  t h i s  ca tegory .  

General  Pub l i c  Improvements and Se rv i ce s  

T h i s  ca tegory  c o n s i s t s  o f  gene ra l  phys i ca l  improvements aimed a t  upgrading the  
l o c a l  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and t h e  provis ion  of  a v a r i e t y  o f  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s .  
Examples o f  such a c t i v i t i e s  and p r o j e c t s  are streets, s idewalks,  d ra inage ,  
removal o f  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  barriers, parks  and r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s ,  h i s t o r i c  
p r e s e r v a t i o n  and a v a r i e t y  of  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  ( roden t  c o n t r o l ,  vacant  land 
management, r e f u s e  c o l l e c t i o n ,  and p o l i c e  and s e c u r i t y  p a t r o l s ) .  These are 
s i n g l e  a c t i v i t i e s  n o t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  o r i en t ed  toward an economic development 
o b j e c t i v e  o r  targeted t o  s p e c i f i c  r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhoods as p a r t  o f  a 
coord ina ted  m u l t i - a c t i v i t y  neighborhood conserva t ion  program. 
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A c t i v i t y  Groups. The s i x  c a t e g o r i e s  i n t o  which CDBG a c t i v i t i e s  are combined 
t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a n a l y s i s .  They inc lude :  Publ ic  works; housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
and related a c t i v i t i e s ;  a c q u i s i t i o n  and demol i t ion ;  pub l i c  s e r v i c e s ;  p u b l i c  
f a c i l i t i e s ;  and open spaces  and parks.  These groups are der ived  by combining 
budget l i n e  items t h a t  are g e n e r i c a l l y  similar. For example, r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
is t h e  summation o f  three budget l i n e s :  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  r e s i d e n t i a l  
s t r u c t u r e s ;  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p r i v a t e  p r o p e r t i e s ;  and code enforcement. See 
Methodological Appendix, Sec t ion  4. 

A l loca t ion .  The amount t h e  Sec re t a ry  determines each g r a n t e e  s h a l l  be 
e n t i t l e d  t o  under Sec t ion  106 T i t l e  I o f  t h e  Housing and Community Act o f  
1977. 

Allotment .  Same as Al loca t ion .  

Annual Expendi ture  Rate. The percentage obtained by d iv id ing  a s i n g l e  y e a r ' s  
disbursements  by t h a t  y e a r ' s  ob l iga t ed  amount. Th i s  measure was created f o r  
u s e  i n  t h i s  Annual Report. 

Appropriat ion.  An Act o f  Congress t h a t  a l lows  Federa l  agenc ies  t o  i n c u r  
o b l i g a t i o n s  and a u t h o r i z e s  the  Treasury Department t o  make payments f o r  
s p e c i f i e d  purposes.  

Budget Lines.  These are t h e  l i n e  items from t h e  Cost Summary HUD 7067 (6- 
78) .  They inc lude  a l l  o f  t h e  l i n e  items for program a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h a t  is, 
l i n e s  1 through 14. T h i s  p a r t  of t h e  Cost Summary inc ludes  33 i d e n t i f i e d  
e l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s .  Because many of the  budget l i n e s  r e c e i v e  on ly  very small 
p o r t i o n s  of  CDBG funds ,  a n a l y s i s  o r d i n a r i l y  focuses  on t h e  A c t i v i t y  Groups, 
which are der ived  by combining l i k e  budget l i n e  items. 

Census Region. The f o u r  major reg ions  used by t h e  Census Bureau are one 
geographic  i n d i c a t o r  conta ined  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t .  Puer to  Rico is no t  included i n  
any o f  these r eg ions  and is r epo r t ed  s epa ra t e ly .  

Census Tract. The geographic  subd iv i s ions  of a c i t y ,  which are des igna ted  by 
the  Census Bureau as census  data c o l l e c t i o n  areas. Census data are r epo r t ed  
for  these areas, and t h i s  in format ion  permi ts  a n a l y s i s  of u n i t s  t h a t  are 
smaller than  whole ci t ies.  The average t rac t  ranges  bewteen 2,000 and 4,000 
r e s i d e n t s .  

Census Tract Percent  Minori ty .  Th i s  measure is  der ived  by s u b t r a c t i n g  t h e  
p ropor t i on  o f  a census t ract ' s  popula t ion  t h a t  is  wh i t e  (no t  Spanish surname) 
from 100%. The data are from t h e  1970 census.  

C i t y  Distress. Th i s  measure is based on t h e  UDAG distress i n d i c a t o r .  Ci t ies  
r e c e i v e  s tandard ized  s c o r e s  based upon unemployment l e v e l ,  income growth, 
popula t ion  i n  pover ty ,  t h e  age o f  t h e  housing s t o c k ,  job lag ,  and popula t ion  
growth o r  loss.  Cities then  r e c e i v e  s co re s  ranging from -1 through 7 ,  w i t h  7 
be ing  t h e  most s e r i o u s l y  d i s t r e s s e d .  I n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  t h e  least distressed 
c i t i e s  are those  w i t h  UDAG r a t i n g s  of 2 o r  less, i.e., t hose  c i t i e s  t h a t  are 
n o t  e l i g ib l e  f o r  UDAG p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Moderately distressed c i t i es  are t h o s e  
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w i t h  UDAG r a t i n g s  of  3 o r  4 .  And the  most d is t ressed c i t i e s  are those  w i t h  
UDAG r a t i n g s  o f  5 o r  h igher .  

C i t y  Growth. T h i s  is a measure of change i n  a c i t y ' s  popula t ion  between 1970 
and 1976. When a c i t y ' s  1976 populat ion is d iv ided  by its 1970 popula t ion ,  
c i t i es  whose indexes are greater than 1.05 are considered t o  have inc reas ing  
popu la t i ons ;  c i t i e s  whose indexes are less than .95 are considered t o  have 
decreas ing  popula t ions ;  and c i t i e s  whose indexes f a l l  between .95 and 1.05 are 
considered t o  have s tab le  populat ions.  

Ci ty  Percent  Minori ty .  The i n d i c a t o r  is der ived by summing t h e  percent  Black 
popula t ion  and t h e  pe rcen t  Hispanic populat ion f o r  each c i t y  i n  1970. Puer to  
Rican c i t i e s  are considered s e p a r a t e l y  s i n c e  t h e  Census Bureau does n o t  
c o l l e c t  in format ion  on minor i ty  popula t ions  i n  Puer to  Rico. 

C i t y  Populat ion.  T h i s  is  t h e  c i t y ' s  populat ion i n  1976. 

C i t y  Type. T h i s  measure i n d i c a t e s  whether a c i t y  is  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  i n  i ts  
me t ropo l i t an  area o r  whether it is a suburb o f  the  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  T h i s  is a 
HUD, n o t  a Census Bureau des igna t ion .  

Constant Do l l a r s .  The va lue  of  annual  CDBG program approp r i a t i ons  expressed 
i n  cons t an t  1975 d o l l a r s .  The GNP I m p l i c i t  Price Def l a to r  was used t o  
t r anspose  app rop r i a t i on  amounts from f i sca l  yea r s  1976 through 1981 i n t o  1975 
d o l l a r s .  

Cumulative Expendi ture  Rate. The percentage obtained by d iv id ing  t h e  t o t a l  
amount d i sbursed  t o  g r a n t e e s  by t h e  t o t a l  amount o b l i g a t e d  t o  g ran t ee s .  T h i s  
is  the  s tandard  measure o f  spending rate  i n  t h e  Block Grant program. 

Disbursement. The t o t a l  amount o f  the  checks s e n t  t o  a r e c i p i e n t  ( o r  set of 
r e c i p i e n t s )  over  some time period (should be s p e c i f i e d ) .  I n  the  HUD CDBG 
system, t h i s  o f t e n  refers t o  t h e  checks w r i t t e n  from t h e  Treasury Regional 
Disbursement Office t o  the  primary r e c i p i e n t .  Disbursement occurs  when money 
a c t u a l l y  changes hands. 

Drawdown. A r e q u e s t  by a g r a n t  r e c i p i e n t  t o  o b t a i n  money from a l e t t e r  o f  
c redi t  account .  

Drawdown Rate. An expendi ture  rate i n  which the  money spent  is a drawdown. 
Use of t h i s  term is conf ined  t o  t hose  expendi ture  rates where disbursement i s  
from a Treasury Regional Disbursement Office and t h e  amount a l l o c a t e d  is t h e  
amount o b l i g a t e d  by HUD through a le t ter  of credit .  

E l i g i b l e  A c t i v i t i e s .  Those a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a c i t y  can fund w i th  CDBG 
monies. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t hey  are def ined i n  CFR 570.200-570.206. E l i g i b l e  
a c t i v i t i e s  i nc lude  p lanning ,  admin i s t r a t i on ,  local op t ions  and 
cont ingenc ies .  For t h e  most p a r t ,  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  inc luded  CDBG funds are 
t h o s e  descr ibed  as basic e l i g ib l e  a c t i v i t i e s  (CFR.570.201), e l i g ib l e  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and p r e s e r v a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  (CFR .570.202), e l i g ib l e  economic 
development a c t i v i t i e s  (CFR .570.203), and e l ig ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  by p r i v a t e  
n o n p r o f i t  e n t i t i e s ,  neighborhood-based nonpro f i t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  l o c a l  
development c o r p o r a t i o n s ,  o r  small bus iness  investment companies (CFR 
.570.204). 
Cost Summary Form HUD-70%7. 

These a c t i v ' t i e s  are summarized as budget l i n e  items- 1-14 i n  t h e  
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Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies .  While both c i t i e s  w i t h  popula t ions  of  over 50,000 and 
Urban Counties  are e l i g i b l e  t o  apply f o r  CDBG Ent i t l ement  g r a n t s ,  t h i s  r e p o r t  
draws t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between Urban Counties and Ent i t l ement  Cities. 
En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  are c i t i e s  wi th  a populat ion of 50,000 and over  and c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  wi th  popula t ions  o f  less than  50,000 . 
Expendi ture  Rates. Any measure i n  which money reported as llspentll o r  
I1expendedtl is d iv ided  by money repor ted  as lTbudgeted" o r  a l l o c a t e d  o r  
ob l iga t ed .  I n  t h i s  s t udy ,  i t  refers t o  t h e  ra te  a t  which a community's CDBG 
a l l o c a t i o n  i s  spent .  

Fede ra l  Budget Outlays.  The sum of Federa l  fund o u t l a y s  and t r u s t  fund 
o u t l a y s ;  t h e  t o t a l  expendi ture  from t h e  Federal t r e a s u r y .  

FIFO ( F i r s t  i n- F i r s t  Out).  The account ing procedure whereby the  first money 
rece ived  is t h e  first paid ou t .  For example, as a c i t y  i n c r e a s e s  its le t te r  
o f  credi t  amount through the  a d d i t i o n  of a new year 's  app rop r i a t i on ,  i ts pool 
o f  unexpended funds i n c r e a s e s .  Through a FIFO procedure,  when a c i t y  draws 
down i ts funds,  t h e  expended funds are charged a g a i n s t  t h e  g r a n t  amount o f  its 
earl iest  g r a n t  year  first,  r e g a r d l e s s  of when t h e  p r o j e c t  was budgeted. 

F i s c a l  Year. The Federa l  f i sca l  year begins on October 1 and ends on September 
30. The year  is t h e  same as t h e  ca lendar  year  of  t h e  January t h a t  f a l l s  
w i t h i n  i t .  Thus, f i sca l  year  1981 began on October 1 ,  1980 and w i l l  end on 
September 30, 1981. U n t i l  f iscal  yea r  1977, t h e  Federa l  f i sca l  year  ran  from 
J u l y  1 through June 30. Thus, f i sca l  year  1975 began on J u l y  1 ,  1974 and 
ended on June 30, 1975. There was a " t r a n s i t i o n  qua r t e r"  t h a t  ran  from J u l y  
1,  1976 through September 30, 1976 between f i sca l  y e a r s  1976 and 1977. 

Formula. Community Development Block Grants are awarded t o  communities i n  
amounts determined by formula t h a t  are based on condi t ions  i n  t h e  c i t ies .  
Formula A cons ide r s  popula t ion  (weighted .25),  poverty (weighted .50) and 
housing overcrowding (weighted .25). Formula B i nc ludes  growth l a g  (weighted 
.20), pover ty  (weighted .30) and t h e  age of housing (weighted .50).  The s i z e  
o f  a community's block g r a n t  w i l l  be based on t h e  formula which provides  t h e  
largest g r a n t .  

Growth Lag. Th i s  measure r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  c u r r e n t  
popula t ion  o f  an e n t i t l e m e n t  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and t h e  populat ion i t  would have had 
i f  i ts  growth s i n c e  1960 had been equa l  t o  the growth rate o f  a l l  met ropol i tan  
c i t i e s  du r ing  t h e  same per iod .  

HAP. See Housing Ass is tance  Plan. - 
Hold Harmless C i t x .  A community t h a t  received a Hold Harmless g ran t .  

Hold Harmless Grant. Hold Harmless g r a n t s  are t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h e  CDBG program 
used t o  f u l f i l l  o b l i g a t i o n s  i ncu r r ed  by HUD t o  c i t ies  dur ing  the p r i o r  
c a t e g o r i c a l  programs. Where HUD had incur red  f i n a n c i a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  under t h e  
p r i o r  c a t e g o r i c a l  programs t o  c i t ies  t h a t  were n o t  e l ig ib le  f o r  e n t i t l e m e n t  
funding under CDBG formulas  o r  where e l i g i b l e  c i t i e s  would r e c e i v e  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  fewer funds under t h e  formula. HUD provided t h e s e  c i t i es  w i t h  
Hold Harmless En t i t l emen t  g r a n t s  t o  meet t h e s e  ob l iga t ions .  Hold Harmless 
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g r a n t s  were h e l d  cons t an t  f o r  f i s c a l  years  1975 through 1977. For each o f  t h e  
f i sca l  y e a r s  1978 through 1980 the  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  Hold Harmless amount 
and t h e  c i t y ' s  e n t i t l e m e n t  amount was reduced by one- third.  Hold Harmless 
g r a n t s  have now been e n t i r e l y  phased out .  

Housing Al loca t ion  Areas. The geographic reg ion  t o  which HUD housing 
a s s i s t a n c e  is a l l o c a t e d .  Housing Al loca t ion  Areas are g e n e r a l l y  e i ther  
c e n t r a l  c i t i e s ,  c o u n t i e s ,  o r  groups o f  coun t i e s .  The share o f  HUD housing 
a s s i s t a n c e  t h a t  w i l l  go t o  a Housing Al loca t ion  Area is  determined by t h e  
housing g o a l s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  HAPS of  t h e  communities i n  t h a t  Housing 
Al loca t ion  Area r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  goa l s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  o t h e r  Housing Al loca t ion  
Areas. 

Housing Ass is tance  Plan ( H A P ) .  P a r t  of  t h e  CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n .  I n  i t ,  c i t i e s  
are r equ i r ed  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  housing needs of  t h e i r  lower income r e s i d e n t s  and 
t o  dev i se  strategies f o r  add re s s ing  these needs. Every three y e a r s  a HAP must 
describe t h e  s i z e  and cond i t i on  of a community's housing s tock ,  i d e n t i f y  t h e  

housing a s s i s t a n c e  g o a l s  i n  t h e  c i t y  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  yea r  pe r iod ,  and i d e n t i f y  
a v a i l a b l e  l o c a t i o n s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  t h e  development o f  low-and moderate-income 

I housing. Every y e a r ,  a HAP must i nc lude  a Housing Action P lan ,  which 
i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  community's g o a l s  and t h e  type  of  housing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  be 
provided t h a t  year .  

I housing needs of  lower income households i n  t h e  community, i d e n t i f y  the  

I 

HUD Reaion. An a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  Census Region as a n a t i o n a l  geographic  
i n d i c a t o r .  There are 10 HUD Regions, each o f  which has a r e g i o n a l  o f f i c e ,  and 
which inc lude  HUD Area Offices. The HUD Regions, t h e i r  gene ra l  p a r t  o f  the  
coun t ry ,  and t h e  c i t y  where t h e  Regional Office is  loca t ed  ( i n  pa ren theses )  
are : 

Region I ,  New England, (Boston) 
Region 11, New York, New J e r s e y , t h e  Caribbean (New York) 
Region 111, Pennsylvania  t o  V i rg in i a ,  (Phi lade lphia)  
Region I V ,  t h e  Sou theas t ,  (A t l an t a )  
Region V ,  t h e  Great Lakes Region, (Chicago) 
Region V I ,  New Mexico t o  Louis iana,  (Fo r t  Worth) 
Region V I I ,  C e n t r a l  United States,  (Kansas C i t y )  
Region V I I I ,  Mountain States,  (Denver) 
Region I X ,  Pacific Southwest,  (San Franc isco)  
Region X, Pacific Northwest,  (Seat t le)  

Letter o f  C r e d i t .  The ins t rument  through which HUD informs t h e  U.S. Treasury 
Regional Disbursement Office o f . t h e  l i m i t s  on a g r a n t e e ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  draw on 
federal monies. Each y e a r ' s  l e t t e r  o f  credi t  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  pool  from which 
t h e  g r a n t e e  can draw down. 

Low- and Moderate-Income Bene f i t .  (The c i t y  attested method). T h i s  measure 
o f  b e n e f i t  i s  der ived  from each c i t y ' s  r e p o r t  o f  whether each p r o j e c t  
p r i n c i p a l l y  b e n e f i t s  low- and moderate-income households.  If a ma jo r i t y  o f  a 
p r o j e c t ' s  funds are t o  b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income households,  then  a l l  
of t h e  funds budgeted t o  t h a t  p r o j e c t  are considered as b e n e f i t t i n g  low- and 
moderate-income households.  I I 
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Low- and Moderate-Income Benefit (The census tract method). This is a census 
tract in which a majority of households have incomes that are 80 percent or 
less of the median income for households in the same Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area. In the census tract method of estimating benefit to low- 
and moderate-income households, all program funds budgeted to low- and 
moderate-income tracts are considered as benefitting low- and moderate-income 
households. Note that because the measure considers the median income of the 
SMSA, some cities in the SMSA may have very few low- and amoderate-income 
census tracts and some cities may have a very large proportion of their tracts 
being low- and moderate-income. 

Low- and Moderate-Income Household. A low- and moderate-income household is 
considered to be one that has an income that is 80 percent or less of the 
median family income in the SMSA where that household resides. 

Lower Income. As used in this report, the phrase lower income is a synonym 
for low- and moderate-income, and is the same as a low- and moderate-income 
household or census tract, depending on the context.. 

National Objectives. Refers to the objectives of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, Title I, Section 101, as amended. Currently, there 
are nine National Objectives: The elimination of slums and blighting 
influences; the elimination of conditions that are detrimental to health, 
safety, and public welfare; the conservation and expansion of the housing 
stock; the expansion and improvement of community services; promoting a more 
rational use of land; reduction of the isolation of income groups within 
communities; historic preservation; alleviation of economic distress; and 
energy conservation. Data on the amount of CDBG resources being devoted to 
each of these objectives is derived by adding funds on budget lines considered 
as promoting the given objectives. 

Neighborhood Strategy Areas (NSAs). A geographic area within a city, 
designated by the city, and approved by HUD, in which the city proposes to 
undertake long term improvement. It is an area to which the city targets 
funds to achieve comprehensive improvement over several program years. 
Activities in NSAs must nonetheless meet CDBG program priorities. 

Obligation. The amounts of orders placed, contracts and grants awarded, 
services received, and similar transactions during a given period that will 
require payment during the same or a future period. An obligation is an 
encumberance that is recorded whenever a service is likely to be rendered. 
Obligations incurred by the grantee are those transactions which the grantee 
is legally required to pay. Obligations of HUD to the grantee are the amount 
of letter of credit rights extended to the grantees. 

Own Source Revenues. Local funds from local sources. 

Phase-in. 
the CDBG 
funding, 

Refers to the process by which Entitlement Communities, for whom 
program meant dramatic increases in Federal community development 
were gradually brought into the program. For the first two years of 

the program, their entitlement allocation constituted only a portion of the 
amounts they would have received solely on the basis of the formula. 
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Program Priorities. There are three priorities of the CDBG program that are 
identified in the authorizing legislation. They are: Benefitting persons 
with low- and moderate-incomes; eliminating slums and blight; and meeting 
urgent community needs. Any project to be eligible for CDBG funding must 
address one or more of these priorities. 

Program Purpose. The local program purpose groups are derived from narrative 
accounts by the cities in the Project Summary Forms HUD-7066 (6-78). Where a 
particular budget line item is said to have more than one purpose, the funds 
budgeted to that budget line item are divided equally among the multiple 
purposes. Throughout this report, purpose refers to local intentions rather 
than national objectives. 

Program Year. At the national level, the CDBG program year is considered to 
coincide with the Federal fiscal year. At the local level, the CDBG program 
year may be any 12 month period so long as each locality receives only one 
grant per Federal fiscal year. 

Section 8. Title I1 Section 201(a) of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974 authorizes a program for providing housing assisitance to lower- 
income persons. This "Section 8'' program is a lower-income rental assistance 
program in which HUD pays the difference between what a lower-income household 
can afford and the fair market rent for an adequate housing unit. A lower 
income family is required to spend no more than 25 percent of adjusted income 
for rent. 

Section 312. A program administered by HUD and authorized by Section 312 of 
the Housing Act of 1964. Direct Federal Loans are used to finance housing 
rehabilitation in urban renewal and code enforcement areas certified by the 
local government. 

Small Cities Program. Authorized by Section 7(d) of the 1977 amendments to 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. This program awards 
competitive grants principally to units of government with populations below 
50,000 in both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. Non-urban counties 
and states may also compete for Small Cities grants. The program offers two 
grant types: (1) single purpose grants; and (2)  comprehensive one-time or 
multi-year grants. 

SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area). Except in the New England 
States, an SMSA is a county or group of contiguous counties which contains at 
least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or more or "twin cities" with a combined 
population of at least 50,000. In addition to the county or counties 
containing such a city or cities, contiguous counties are included in an SMSA 
if, according to certain critmia, they are socially and economically 
integrated with the central city. In the New England States, SMSA's consist 
of towns and cities instead of counties. 

Specially Authorized Activities. CDBG activities that were added to the list 
of eligible program activities as a result of the 1977 Amendments to the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974. These activities appeared in 
the Cost Summary as new budget lines for the first time in the 1979 CDBG 
applications. They include: Acquisition for economic development; public 
facilities and improvements for economic development; commercial and 
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industrial facilities; and local development corporations. In addition to 
meeting legislative requirements pertinent to all CDBG activities, Specially 
Authorized Activities must be specifically approved by the HUD Area Office. 

Spending Rate. Same as Expenditure Rate. 

UDAG. See Urban Development Action Grants. 

Unliquidated Obligation. The amount of obligations incurred for which an 
expenditure has not been recorded. I 

i Unobligated Balance. The amount of funds obligated by HUD to the grantee that 
have not been obligated by the grantee to anyone else. 

Urban County. Those counties located in an SMSA, with a minimum population of 
200,000 persons in their unincorporated area and/or in participating 
municipalities, and authorized to undertake essential housing and community 
development activities. Urban Counties are entitled by formula to Community 
Development Block Grant funds. 

Urban Development Action Grants (UDAG). Authorized by the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as revised. These are grants awarded based 
on competitive applications to cities that are economically distressed. The 
grants are intended to increase public assistance and private investment in 
distressed communities and to alleviate physical and economic deterioration. 
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APPEND1 X 

1 

INTRODUCTION 

T n i s  Appendix t o  t h e  CDBG S i x t h  Annual Report i s  a r e sou rce  document, designed 
t o  provide  t h e  u se r  w i t h  more in- depth information than was p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  
p r e c e e d i n g t e x t .  The Appendix is a compendium of  tables and f i g u r e s  presen ted  
i n  a s tandard  format t o  ensure  ease o f  access  t o  t h e  information.  The tables 
are arranged ‘by p r o m  t o p i c s ,  corresponding - t o  t h e  c h a p t e r s  i n  which they  
are d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  t e x t  o f  t h e  r e p o r t .  An index is provided r e f e r enc ing  t h e  
tables t o  f a c i l i t a t e  access t o  t h e  information.  

Readers are encouraged t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  Appendix t o  explore  n a t i o n a l  p rogress  i n  
community development and t o  relate t h e i r  l o c a l  exper ience  t o  t hose  i n  
communities w i t h  similar characteristics.  

The Appendix i s  d iv ided  i n t o  e ight  s e c t i o n s  each c o n t a i n i n g  f i g u r e s  and tables 
t h a t  focus  on d i f i fe ren t  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  CDBG program. The , s e c t i o n s  are: 

1 
i 

S ec t i on  A- I :  General Program Funding P a t t e r n s .  This s e c t i o n  p r e s e n t s  
aggregate information on f u n d i n g . f o r  t h e  CDBG ppgram.  I n  p a r t l a n l a r ,  
t h e  Congres-sional appqopr i a t i ons ,  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  program funds,  and 
t h e  aggregate- expendi ture  rates f o r  t h e  progpams are g iven  f o r  each 
f i sca l  year. Other table%--focus on t h e  number o f  g r a n t e e s  involved i n  
the  program i n  each f iscal  year .  

Sec t ion  A- 1 1 :  CDBG Program Purposes.  This s e c t i o n  inc ludes  data on 
spending  . p a t t e r n s  which address n a t i o n a l  o b j e o t i v e s  and program purposes ,  
t h e  p u r s u i t  of  va r ious  a c t i v i t i e s  by Ent i t l ement  Communities, and CDBG 
f u n d i n g .  p a t t e r n s  acco rd ing .  t o  selected city and census- t rac t  l e v e l  
characteristics.  

S e c t i o n  A- 1 1 1 :  CDBG Program Accomplishments. T h i s  s e c t i o n  detai ls  
s p e c i f i c  n a t i o n a l  achievements a t t a i n e d  through t h e  use o f  Block Grant 
funds  between 1975 and 1979 i n  terms o f  dwell ing u n i t s  r e h a b i l i t a t e d ,  
miles o f  water and sewer l i n e s  l a i d ,  t h e  number o f  r e s i d e n t s  r ece iv ing  
s e r v i c e s ,  and o t h e r  a c t u a l  program r e s u l t s .  The tables inc lude  
accomg~ishments  for  communities grouped by s e l e c t e d  c i t y- l e v e l  
characteristics.  

S e c t i o n  A- I V :  Expendi ture  Rates. I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  annual  and cumulative 
drawdown rates are presen ted  f o r  CDBG program c a t e g o r i e s  and f o r  g r a n t e e s  
w i t h  similar characteristics. 

S e c t i o n  A-V: Housing Ads is tance  Plans.  Included i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  are 
data on, community housing a s s i s t a n c e  goa l s  f o r  each household and t enu re  
t y p e  according t o  t h e  s o u m e  of  program funding which w i l l  be used t o  
p r o v i d e . t h a t  a s s i s t a n c e .  
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Sect ion  A- V I  : Neighborhood Strategy Areas. I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  tables 
p r e s e n t  program information regard ing  CDBG funds planned f o r  Nefghborhood 
Strategy Areas and d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  . concent ra ted  funding 
among c i t i e s  and census tracts according . to  a v a r i e t y  of characteristics. 

Sec t ion  A- V I I :  Contract  Conditioning. Th i s  s e c t i o n  c o n t a i n s  data on t h e  
number, t y p e ,  and e x t e n t  o f ,  c o n t r a c t  cond i t i ons  placed on Ent i t l ement  
Communities from 1977 through 1980. 

Sec t ion  A - V I I I :  Economic Development. Tables  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  p re sen t  
data on the  e x t e n t  o f  CDBG economic development funding and t h e  economic 
development a c t i v i t i e s  pursued w i t h  CDBG funds i n  t h e  l a s t  three years. 
The information is d isaggrega ted  i n  o rde r  t o  describe which economic 
development a c t i v i t i e s  are emphasized i n  specif ic  types  of  communities. 

SOURCE OF DATA 

The data suppl ied  i n  t h i s  Appendix were der ived  from va r ious  sources .  The 
aggrega te  funding data i n  Sec t ion  A- I  were provided by t h e  HUD Office of  
Finance and Accounting and t h e  CPD Office o f  Management. The ma jo r i t y  of  t h e  

Evalua t ion  from the  CDBG Evaluat ion Data Basel, a s t r a t i f i e d  200-.city sample 
drawn from the  un iverse  of  561 e l i g ib l e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  The sample,data  were 
coded from En t i t l emen t  Appl ica t ion  Project.  Summary and Cost Summary documents, 
and t h e  Grantee Performance Report Status of Funds document. These data were 
merged w i th  census  data f o r  the  ci t ies and census  t racts  included i n  t h e  
sample. See Methodological Appendix o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  f o r  add ik iona l  
in format ion .  

I tables comprising Seot ion  11, V I ,  and VIII were compiled by t h e  Office of  

The tables i n  Sec t ion  I11 c o n s i s t  o f  data from t h e  1980 CDBG Accomplishments 
Survey o f  646 ( o f  a possib3le 1 ,364)  Community Development D i r ec to r s  i n  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  CDBG e n t i t l e m e n t  j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  The sample included 
Me t ropo l i t i an  Cities,  Urban Counties ,  and Hold-Harmless Communities. The 
in format ion  obta ined  covered t h e  per iod from 1975 through September 30, 
1979. The survey responses  are weighted according t o  program type  and g r a n t  
s i z e  t o  produce n a t i o n a l  p r o j e c t i o n s .  

The tables i n  Sec t ion  I V  are  largely der ived  from t h e  CDBG Expendi ture  Rate 
Data Base created from Ent i t l ement  C i t y  drawdown data suppl ied  by t h e  Div is ion  
of Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  and t h e  HUD Office o f  Finance and Accounting. 
Information on housing s t o c k ,  pover ty ,  popula t ion  change, s o c i a l  i n d i c a t o r s ,  
Cost Summary data from CDBG a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  and data on condi t ion ing  f o r  
expendi ture  rate problems were included with  the  account ing data. 

Sec t ion  V tables  , c o n t a i n  information from t h e  Housing Ass is tance  P lans  
submit ted by t h e  200 c i t i e s  i n  t h e  Evaluat ion Data Base sample, in format ion  
supp l i ed  by t h e  Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  D iv i s ion ,  and were compiled by t h e  
Office o f  Evalua t ion .  Other data contained i n  t h i s  Appendix are drawn from 
v a r i o u s  o t h e r  sou rces  and are noted.  

U t i l i z i n g  t h e  Tables  and Charts .  A l l  tables and f i g u r e s  appearing i n  t h e  
Appendix fo l low a s tandard  format t o  ensure maximum comparabi l i ty .  The 
d e f i n i t i o n s  and va lues  of  t h e  common v a r i a b l e s  which appear i n  t h e  tables are 
c o n s i s t e n t  a c r o s s  a l l - s e c t i o n s ,  u n l e s s  noted o therwise .  
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VARIABLE DEFINITIONS 

The fo l lowing  is  a list o f  the  most f requent ly  used v a r i a b l e s  i n  t h e  Appendix 
tables. The v a r i a b l e s  which appear only occas iona l ly  are def ined a t  t h e  
beginning- of  the  s e c t i o n  i n  which they are included.  (The Glossary a l s o  
d e f i n e s  s p e c i f i c  program and -t e c h n i c a l  terms, some o f  which are used i n  t h e  
Appendix tables. 

Program Purpose - CDBG funding purposes  are d iv ided  i n t o  f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s :  
--Conservation and expansion of the  housing s tock  
--Neighborhood conserva t ion  
--General publ ic  improvements and s e r v i c e s  
- -Provision of  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  
--Eoonomic development 

The data are der ived  from p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  supp-lied by Ent i t l ement  Cities 
i n  the  Project Summary forms and from budget l i n e  items contained i n  CDBG 
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  See Methodological Appendix, Sec t ion  5 f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  
in format ion .  

ActiTrity Group3 - There are . s i x  c a t e g o r i e s -  of  a c t i v i t P e s  i n t o  which CDBG 
funding is grouped: 

- -Pu bl i c  works 
--Housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and related act*-vities- 
- -Acquisit ion and demol i t ion  
--Public s e r v i c e s  
--Public f a c i l i t i e s  
--Open spaces  and parks  

These c a t e g o r i e s  are de r ived  by combining similar budget l i n e  items from CDBG 
a p p l i c a t i o n s .  For example, r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  is t h e  summation o f  three budget 
l i n e s- - r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  p u b l i c  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t r u c t u r e s ;  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of  
p r i v a t e  p r o p e r t i e s ;  and code enforcement a c t i v i t y .  See Methodological 
Appendix, Sec t ion  4 f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  information.  

Community Distress - Communities are grouped i n t o  distress c a t e g o r i e s  based on 
t h e  UDAG distress index. This index was developed t o  measure o b j e c t i v e l y  
community and economic distress. Communities r ece ive  one p o i n t  on t h i s  Index 
each t i m e  they  s u r p a s s  the  minimum th re sho ld  f o r  the  fol lowing community 
characteristics: Income- growth, unemployment l e v e l ,  popula t ion  i n  pover ty ,  age 
of t h e  housing-,  s t o c k ,  job  lag-, and populat ion growth o r  loss .  Communities 
ware grouped i n t o  the  f o l l o w i n g . c a t e g o r i e s :  

--Least d is t ressed - UDAG Rat ing of 2 o r  less 
--Moderately distressed - UDAG Ra t ing .o f  3 and 4 
--Most d i s t r e s s e d  - UDAG Rating o f  5 o r  more 
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Grant S i z e  - The annual  CDBG p a n t  amount a community r ece ives  is used t o  
group communities i n t o  f i v e  ca t ego r i e s :  

--Less than  $1,000,000 
--$1,000,000 - $1,999,999 
--$2,000,000 - $3,999,999 
--$4,000,000 - $9,999,999 
--$10,000,000 and over  

C i t y  S i z e  - The most r e c e n t  populat ion data were used t o  group communities 
i n t o  f i v e  popula t ion  c a t e g o r i e s :  

--Less than  100,000 
--100,000 - 249,999 
--250,000 - 499,999 
--500,000 - 999,999 
--1,000,000 and over  

C i t y  Type - Cities were grouped i n t o  two c a t e g o r i e s  according t o  t h e i r  
l o c a t i o n  wi th in  a me t ropo l i t an  area. En t i t l emen t  Ci t ies  are e i ther ,  c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s -o f  an SMSA o r  suburban communit ies -in  an SMSA. 

Census Region - Communities are ca tegor ized  according . t o  t h e i r  l o c a t i o n  wi th in  
t h e  four  major r eg ions  as def ined  by the1 U.S. Census Bureau, w i t h  t h e  a d d i t i o n  
of  Puer to  Rico. The c a t e g o r i e s  are: 

--Northeast 
--North  central 

--West 
--Puerto Rico 

--South 

Census Tract Percent  Minori ty  - Census t rac ts  wi th in  Ent i t l ement  Cities are 
ca t ego r i zed  according t o  the  percent  of minor i ty  persons r e s i d i n g  i n  the  
tracts. They a r e -g rouped  i n  t h e  fol lowing way: 

--0 - 20 percent  mino r i t y  
--21 - 40 pe rcen t  mino r i t y  
--41 - 60 percent  mino r i t y  
--61 - 80 pe rcen t  mino r i t y  
--more than 81 pe rcen t  minor i ty  
--'Puerto Rico 

Due t o  t h e  fac t  t h a t  census  data for rac ia l  c a t e g o r i e s  are no t  c o l l e c t e d  i n  
Puer to  Rico, data *for t h i s  area are r epo r t ed  , s epa ra t e ly .  

Census Tract Distress - Census t rac ts  wi th in  Ent i t l ement  Ci t ies  were 
ca tegor ized  accord ing  t o  t h e  degree of phys ica l  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  and poverty 
w i t h i n  each census  t rac t  relative. t o  t h e  c i t y  as a whole. Four v a r i a b l e s  were 
used t o  gene ra t e  t h i s  index: Percent  of persons i n  pover ty ,  1969; percent  o f  
housing b u i l t  be fo re  1940; pepcent o f  non-owner-occupied housing, 1970; and 
median f a m i l y  income, 1969. Each t r ac t  was placed i n  one of three. c a t g o r i e s  
based on i t s  index ranking:  
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--Least distressed - 4 least  dis t ressed deciles 
--Moderately d'istressed - 3 middle  deciles 
--Most distressed - 3 most distressed deciles 

C i ty  Percent  Minority - Ent i t l ement  Cities were grouped i n t o  f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  
based on minor i ty  populat ion as a percentage of the  c i t y ' s  t o t a l  populat ion.  
These c a t e g o r i e s  are: 

--0 - 20 percent  minor i ty  
--21 - 40 percent  minor i ty  
--41 - 60 percent  minor i ty  
--more than 61 percent  mino r i t y  
--Puerto Rico 

Duel t o  t h e  fact t h a t  census data f o r  racial  c a t e g o r i e s  are n o t  c o l l e c t e d  i n  
Puer to  Bico, data f o r  c h i s  area are repor ted  s e p a r a t e l y .  

C i ty  Populat ion Growth - T h i s  i n d i c a t o r  measuves t h e  change i n  an Ent i t l ement  
City's popula t ion  between 1970 and 1976. Each c i ty - ' s  1976 popula t ion  was 
d iv ided  by i ts 1970 popula t ion ,  and >ci t ies  were -t h e n  grouped i n t o  three 
c a t e g o r i e s :  

--Decreasing - 1976 popula t ion  less than 95 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  1970 
popula t ion  

--Stable - 1976 popula t ion  between 95 percent  and 105 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  
1970 popula t ion  

- - Increasing - 1976 popula t ion  more than 105 pe rcen t  o f - t h e  1970 
popula t ion  i, 

Tenure Type - This v a r i a b l e  d i v i d e s  housing occupants  i n t o  two t enu re  
c a t e g o r i e s :  Renters  and Owners. 

Household Type - Households were -grouped i n t o  one of  three c a t e g o r i e s  
depending on whether they  are composed o f :  

- - Elderly o r  handicapped persons  
--Small families ( 4  or fewer. persons)  
--Large families (5  or  more .persons)  

Low- and Moderate-Income-Census Tracts - ,Census t racts  i n  which a ma jo r i t y  o f  
households  e a r n  less than  80 pe rcen t  o f  the SMSA median family income are 
considered as low- and moderate-income census t racts .  
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A- I  : GENERAL PROGKAM FUNDING PATTERNS 

The t a b l e s  i n  t h e  first p a r t  o f  t h i s  s e c t i o n  (1-1 t o  1-13] c l o s e l y  correspond 
t o  t h e  d i s cus s ion  i n  Chapter 2 o f  t h i s  r epo r t .  They d e t a i l  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  
among - g r a n t e e s  of n a t i o n a l  CDBG app rop r i a t i ons  and t h e  spending by g r a n t e e s  
a c r o s s  f i sca l  years .  Tables  i n  t h e  second p a r t  (1-13 t o  1-17] correspond wi th  
Chapter  1 o f  t h e  r e p o r t .  The t a b l e s  p re sen t  information on e n t i t l e m e n t  
a p p l i c a t i o n  s t a t u s  and fundi-ng, f o r  s p e c i f i c  CDBG programs. The sources  of 
in format ion  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  vary and are,  t h e r e f o r e ,  noted a t  t h e  bottom o f  
each t ab l e .  
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TABLE A-1-1 

CDBG APPROPRIATIONS BY FISCAL YEARS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

- 
FISCAL YEAR 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
19m 
1981 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Amount Percent Increase Cumulative 

S 2433 

15.9% S 8483 
10.8% S 1 2O83 
3.3% S 15805 
1.6% $19586 

- 2.2% $2328 1 

$2433' - 
$2802 
$3248 
SwlO 
$3722 
$3781 
$3695 

1 5.2 '/o s 5235 

' Includes $320 million transferred f rom Model Cities and 
Urban Renewal Program appropriations but excludes $117 million 
of transition funds thnt were uncommitted. 

Source: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 
Ofrice of  Finance and Accounting, and Community Planning and 
Development, Offiqe of  Hanagement, Program Reporting Systems 
Branch. 



TABLE A-1-2 

CDBG APPROPRIATIONS AS A PROPORTION 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 Estimate 

OF FEDERAL BUDGET OUTLAYS 

BY FISCAL YEAR 
(Dollars in Millions) 

PROPORTIONS OF OUTLAYS 

Total Federal 
Budget Outlays 

$324,600 
$366,466 
$401,902 
$450,836 
$493,673 
$579,613 
$662,740 

Proportion of CDBG 
Funds in Federal Outlay 

0.75% 
0.76% 
0.81 Yo 

0.76% 

0.56% 

0.80% 

0.66% 

Source: Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States Government Fiscal Years 1977-1983. 



TABLE A.1-3 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1380 
1081 

CDBG APPROPRIATIONS BY FISCAL YEAR 

1 A 
AMOUNT 

Actual Dollars Constant Dollars 

$2433 $ 2433 
$2802 $2662 
$3248 $29 15 
$3600 $3013 
$3722 $2872 
$3781 $2676 
$3895 s 2 3 e ~  

IN ACTUAL DOLLARS AND CONSTANT DOLLARS' 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Source: 1987 Economrc Reporf of the President. GNP Implicit Price Deflator. Table 8-3 



TABLE A-1-4 

DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG APROPRIATIONS' BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR 
(Dollars in Millions) 

PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro cities 
Urban counties 
Hold harmless 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Secretary's Fund 

Financial 
Settlement 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 

$2096 

$109 
$429 

$1558 

$259 
$60 
$199 

$27 

$50 

1976 

$2353 
$1710 
$209 
$434 

$345 
$91 
$254 

$53 

$50 

1977 

$2660 
$1906 
$329 
$425 

$438 
$114 
$324 

$51 

$100 

1978 

$2778 
$2144 
$372 
$262 

$628 
$190 

$94 

$100 

$438 

1979 

$2730 
$2192 
$412 
$126 

$804 
$241 
$563 

$ 8 8 2  

$100 

1980 

$2722 
$2272 
$450 
$0 

$956 
$270 
$686 

$85 

$15 

Total 

$1 5339 
$1 1782 
$1881 
$1676 

$3430 
$966 
$2464 

$398 

$41 5 

'Does not include tapsed funds from the following years: $3.79m from FY75 and FY76; $1.12m from FY77; and $360,000 from FY78. 
'Includes $260,000 transferred from other Federal agencies. 

Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Finance and Accounting; and Community Planning and Development 
Office of Management, Program Reporting Systems Branch. 



PROGRAM 

Entitlement 

Discretionary 

Secretary's Fund 

Financial Settlement 

Total 

TABLE A-1-5 

OBLIGATED CDBG FUNDS AS A PERCENT OF AVAILABLE FUNDS 
BY PROGRAM AND FISCAL YEAR 

AS OF DECEMBER 31,1980 

FISCAL YEAR 

Cumulative 1975-1976' 1977 1978 1979 1980 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 99.7 '10 99.5% 

99.9% 99.7% 1 00.0 o/o 99.4% 99.5 '10 99.8% 

99.6% 100.0% 96.8 '/o 88.5% 77.8% 94.7% 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 99.9% 

99.9 010 99.8% 99.9% 99.6% 99.2% 99.5% 

'Information for fiscal years 1975 and 1976 is combined. 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development, Office of Management, Budget 
Division. 
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TABLE A-1-6 

ASSIGNMENT OF CDBG FUNDS BY PROGRAM 
AND FISCAL YEAR AS OF DECEMBER 31,1980 

(Dollars in Millions) 

PROGRAM I FISCAL YEAR 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

I 
1975-1 976 

$4450 
$3924 
$526 

$602 
$151 
$451 

Secretary’s Fund $80 

Financial Settlement I $99 

- 

1977 

$2659 
$2405 
$254 

$436 
$1 13 
$323 

$5 1 

$100 

1978 

$2777 
$2619 

$1 58 

$628 
$190 
$438 

$94 

$100 

1979 

$2730 
$2653 

$77 

$81 7 
$254 
$563 

$88 

$97 

1980 

$2726 
$2726 

$0 

$955 
$273 
$682 

$85 

$15 
~ ~~ ~~ - 

Source U S Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Finance and Accounting 
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TABLE A-1-7 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG FUNDS 

BY HUD REGION FOR SELECTED YEARS 

REGION 

I (Boston) 
II (New York) 
111 (Philadelphia) 
IV (Atlanta) 
V (Chicago) 
VI (Fort Worth) 
VII (Kansas City) 
VIll (Denver) 
IX (San Francisco) 
X (Seattle) 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 

9.0% 
14.8% 
14.0% 
15.3% 
17.7 '/o 
10.0% 
5.2% 
2.4% 
9.3% 
2.3% 

1978 

7.1 '/o 

17.6% 
12.7% ' 

13.7 O/O 

19.5 '10 
9.6% 
4.7% 
2.1 O/O 

10.5 '10 
2.5% 

1980 

Source: U.S. Departmenl Of Housing and Urban Development. Ollice of Finance and Accounting. 



PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro 
NonMetro 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Secretary’s Fund 

Financial Settlemeni 

Total 

TABLE A-1-8 

DISBURSEMENT OF CDBG FUNDS BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR AS OF DECEMBER 31,1980 
(Dollars in Millions) 

~~ 

FISCAL YEAR 

1979 1980 Cumulative 1975.1976 1977 1978 

$4433 $2642 $2663 $1535 $195 $1 1468 
$3909 $2391 $2529 $1498 $195 $1 0522 
$524 $251 $134 $37 $0 $946 

$599 $424 $579 $541 $145 $2288 
$150 $1 10 $171 $154 $39 $624 
$449 $314 $408 $387 $106 $1664 

$74 $43 $65 $42 $16 $240 

$95 $82 $68 $33 $15 $293 

$5201 $3191 $3375 $2151 $371 $1 4289 

Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Finance and Accounting. 



PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Sacretary'r Fund 

Financial Settlemen 

L 

TABLE A-1-9 

DISBURSEMENT RATE OF CDBG FUNDS BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR AS OF DECEMBER 31.1980 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975-1 976 

99.6% 
99.6% 
99.6% 

99.5% 
99.3% 
99.6% 

92.5% 

96.0 '/o 

1977 

99.4% 
99.4% 
98.8% 

97.2% 
97.3% 
97.2% 

84.3% 

82.0% 

1978 

95.9 '/o 
96.6% 
84.8% 

92.2% 
90.0% 
93.1 '/o 

69.1 Yo 

68.0% 

1979 

56.2 '10 
56.5% 
48.1 '10 

,67.Oo/o 
62.9% 
68.7 '10 

47.7% 

34.0% 

1980 

15.2 '10 
14.3% 
15.5% 

18.8% 

100.0% 

Cumulative 

74.7% 
73.4% 
93.2% 

66.7% 
64.2% 
67.7% 

60.3% 

71.3% 

Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Finance and Accounting. 



TABLE A-1-10 

CUMULATIVE AND ANNUAL DRAWDOWN RATES 

OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 
(Dollars in Millions) 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 
1976' 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 

DRAW DOWN 

Amount of Amount of Annual Cumulative 
Drawdown Assisrpllwt Drawdown Rate Drawdown Rate 

$3 1 $1836 
$1078 $2088 
$1550 $2405 
$1833 $2619 
$2388 $2675 
$2802 $2733 

2 O/O 

52% 
64 '10 
70 '10 
90 Yo 
103% 

2 Y o  
28% 
42 '/o 

50 '/o 

59 '10 
68% 

'This Fiscal Year includes the transition quarter; therefore it represents a fifteen month period. 

Source: US.  Department of Housing and Urban Development. Office of Finance and Accounting 



PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro cities 
Urban counties 
Hold harmless 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Secretary’s Fund 

Flnanclrl Settlemen 

Total 

TABLE A-1-11 

NUMBER OF CDBG APPROVED GRANTS BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 

1321 
508 
73 
740 

1831 
645 
1186 

44 

63 

3253 

1976 

1312 
508 
75 
729 

1979 
697 
1282 

93 

77 

3461 

1977 

1313 
519 
78 
716 

2025 

1344 

51 

43 

3432 

681 

1978 

1304 
54 1 
81 
682 

1603 
515 
1088 

272 

35 

3214 

1979 

1295 
545 
84 
666 

1856 
59 1 
1265 

170 

36 

3357 

1980 

634 
550 
84 

0 

2065 
619 
1446 

203 

2 

2904 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Finance and Accounting; and Community Planning and Develop 
Source: ment, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division. 



PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro cities 
Urban counties 
Hold harmless 

Small Cities 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Secretary’s Fund 

Financial Settlement 

-r i 
2 

TABLE A-1-12 

AVERAGE CDBG GRANT BY PROGRAM 

AND FISCAL YEAR 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 

$1587 
$3067 
$1493 
$580 

$141 
$93 

$168 

$614 

$794 

1976 

$1 793 
$3366 
$2787 

$595 

$174 
$131 
$198 

$570 

$649 

1977 

$2026 
$3672 
$4218 
$594 

$216 
$1 67 
$24 1 

$1000 

$2326 

1978 

$2135 
$3963 
$4593 

$384 

$392 
$369 
$403 

$346 

$2857 

1979 

$2108 
$4022 
$4905 
$189 

$433 
$408 
$445 

$518 

$2778 

1980 

$4293 
$4131 
$5357 

$0 

$463 
$436 
$474 

$419 

$7500 

Source: US .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development. Office of Evaluation 



PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Actual 
Constant 

Small Cities 
Actual 
Constant 

Secretary's Fund 
Actual 
Constant 

Financial Settlement 
Actual 
Constant 

TABLE A=I-13 

AVERAGE CDBG GRANT BY PROGRAM 

IN ACTUAL AND CONSTANT DOLLARS' 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 1976 

$1587 $1793 
$1587 $1 704 

$141 $174 
$141 $165 

$614 $570 
$61 4 $542 

$794 $649 
$794 $617 

1977 

$2026 
$1819 

$216 
$194 

$1000 
$898 

$2326 
$2088 

1978 

$2135 
$1787 

$392 
$328 

$346 
$290 

$2857 
$2391 

1979 

$21 08 
$1627 

$433 
$334 

$518 
$400 

$2778 
$2144 

1980 

$4293 
$2757 

$463 
$297 

$419 
$209 

$7500 
$4808 

'The amount in constant dollars is calculated from the GNP Deflator using 1975 dollars as the base amount. 

Source: 7987 Economic Report of the President, GNP Implicit Price Deflator, Table 6-3. 
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TABLE A-1-14 

FISCAL YEAR 1980 ENTITLEMENT APPLICATION STATUS 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

STATUS 

Eligible 

Did Not Apply 

F 
Reduced to 2odP.rtlrl 

Wlthdnrr' 

Reduction 

TOTAL METRO CITIES URBAN COUNTIES 

Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount 

658 $2,749,225 573 $2'295,002 85 $454,223 

21 22,857' 20 18,528 1 4,329 

633 2,720,379 549 2,270,405 04 449,894 

'The fiscal year 1980 CDBG Entitlement funds whlch were not applled for were sublect to recewlon In 
the Supplemental Approprlatlons q d  Recession Act, 1980. 

*Of the 833 approved appllcatlons, 247(49 percent) w r e  approved with speclal condltlons. 203 Metro 
Cltles (37 percent) and U Urban Countles (52 percent) were condltoned. 

'Two of the approved appllcatlons had thelr entltlement amount reduced. One communlty had Its appll- 
catlon reduced to zero for fallure to meet HAP goals and Mother communlty had Its appllcatlon 
pertlally reduced In repayment of lnegllglble program costs. 

'Four communltles wlthdrew from the CDBG program by refuslng to sign condltlonally approved 
appllcat ions. 

Source: Complled by Offlce of Evaluatlon from data provided by DATA Systems and Statlatlcs, 
Communlty Planning and Development, HUD. 
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TABLE A-1-15 
/Q=Q 

FISCAL YEAR 1-9843 SMALL CITIES PROGRAM APPROVALS FOR 
SINGLE PURPOSE AND COMPREHENSIVE GRANTS AWARDED BY 

TYPE OF GRANTEE 

TYPE OF GRANT TYPE OF GRANTEE 

Muncipality 

Township 

County 

lndlrn Reservation 

strte/Torritory 

MunicipalityiCounty 

Total 

Single Purpose Comprehensive Grant Total > 
622- S F b b  84% . 7 4 v  3440- r H A  
yj /+.f tM- /?-P 27g- &5. 

53-0 9a- q 4  W‘ 3 / 4 ?  - -# 

m .& 

a - ,1 - 
Y 

w 37 

- *4 3” 

3l 2-7 2r 13 ------- 
v13 ssr lg.4-F q y 9  2060 187-7 

Source: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided by Data Systems and Ana- 
lysis Division, Comunity Planning and Development, HUD 
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TABLE A416 

SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 
FISCAL YEAR -GRANTS BY CITY POPULATION SIZE 

921 
i 

POPULATION SIZE 7 ~~ ~~-~ ~ ~~ - 

FY 1080 SMALL CITIES GRANTS 

Amount 
Approved 

$1 50,732,471 

$ 86,259,219 

$ 99,981,652 

$1 28,925,387 

$ -31 ;85 1,451 

$ 66,006,760 

$ 22,206,090 

$ 22;670,799 - 

$608,633,829 

Percent 
of Total 

25 % 

14% 

16% 

21 % 

-- --_ 5% 

11% 

4% 
- -- ."-.-4o) - 

100% 

Source: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided by Small Cities 
Division, Office of Block Grant Assistance, Community Planning and Development, 
HUD 



ACTIVITY 

NEW COMMUNITIES 

AREAWIDE PROJECTS 

INSULAR AREAS CDBG 

WNOVATIVE GRANTS 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

CDBQ INEQUITIES 

INDIAN AND ALASKAN 
NATIVES CDBQ 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

TOTAL 

TABLE A-I- 17 

DISTRIBUTION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

1979 

$15,000 

2,500 

5,000 

1,054 

15,233 

0 

28,000 

20,476 

87,263 

1980 

s 8,OOo 

61a1 

2 , W  

11,363 

15,862 

Q' 

31 ,OOO 

15,707 

85,050 

'$14.3 milllon rescinded from 1979 Appropriations. 
'$10 mllllon resclnded from 1980 Appropriations. 
'$0 7 million resclnded from 1980 Appropriations. 
4Reltects intent of the Joint Conimiitee of Conference on 
Houslng and Community Development Amendments of 
1979 to shlft $10 million to bask portion of the Entitlement 
program. 

Source: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data pro 
vided by Budget Division, Office of Managemenl, 
Community Planning and Development, HUD. 



A- 1 1 :  CDBG PROGRAM PURPOSES 

These tables are .grouped i n t o  three p a r t s :  Spending by n a t i o n a l  o b j e c t i v e s  
and program purposes f o r  1980 are found i n  Tables 11-1 t o  11-9; Tables 11-10 
t o  11-20 p r e s e n t  spending data f o r  program a c t i v i t y  groups; and informat ion  on 
funds budgeted t o  b e n e f i t  low- and moderate-income census t racts  is contained 
i n  Tables 11-21 t o  11-30, Tables i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  are a l l  genera ted  from the  
CDBG Evalua t ion  Data Base (descr ibed  i n  d e t a i l  i n  Methodological Appendix 
S e c t i o n  1 ) .  F ind ings  related t o  thesestables  are d iscussed  i n  Chapter 3. 

Where possibile;  tables f o r  dependent v a r i a b l e s  are organized according ~ t o  t h e  
fo l lowing  o r d e r  o f  independent v a r i a b l e s .  A l l  of  these characteristics were 
not  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  each dependent v a r i a b l e ,  so some v a r i a t i o n  i n  the  o rde r  may 
occur .  

Year 
Region 
C i ty  t ype  
C i ty  distress 
Grant s i z e  
C i t y  popula t ion  growth 
Ci ty  percent  mino r i t y  
Census t rac t  distress 
Low- and moderate-income b e n e f i t  
Census t rac t  pe rcen t  minor i ty  
Program purpose 
A c t i v i t y  .group 

I 
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PLANNED SPENDING TOUARD NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 
1978-1988 

ENTITLMENT CITIES 

HIST PRES 

URBAN COUNTIES ECON DEV 
EXP/ItW Corm SERV I RAT USE OF LAND 
ELIM SLWS/BLIGHT 
ELIPI DETR COND 

CONS/MP HSG 

WALL CITIES 

1 I 1 I I I I I I I I 
0 la 28 30 48 50 68 78 QEI 100 

PERCENT 

CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 

BY ACTIVITY GROUPS, 1978-1980 

HSG REHAB 27.13% 
, $1347 

OPEN SP/PKS 5 . 4 8 % -  
$272 

/ T' 
ACWDEHO 17.42% 
5865 

PUB SERV 12.21% 
$686 

I PUB FAC 8.38% 
$416 

CIN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 



CDBG PROGRAU FUNDS BUDGETED 

BY PROGRAfl PURPOSES, 1980 

CON/EXP HSG 42.33 

I 5882 

€CON 
t186 

GEN PUB 
5282 

DEV 

IUP 

SOC SERV 
5216 

NEIGH CONSV 24.41% 
5589 

CIN HILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

PURPOSE BY C I T Y  DISTRESS 
1980 

-- 

R ‘  
c 38 
E ’$ :‘1 0 1 n 

n 

10.36% 

NEIGH CONS 

GEN PUB IMP 

SOC SERV 

0 ECON DEV 



PURPOSE BY C I T Y  SIZE 
1980 

I I 
TO l00,B88 

18Q. 808-249.999 

I 

258.000-499.989 

I I m ECON D N  
SOC SERV 

GEN PUB I)4p 

NEIGH CONS 

CONWEXP HSG 1.888.- 

8 18 28 38 48 58 60 70 88 98 190 
PERCENT 

I 

PERCENT LOU AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFIT 
\ BY CITY DISTRESS AND CITY SIZE, 1880 

88 

CITY DISTRESS C I T Y  S IZE  
(000)  



, 
TABLE A-lI=I 

PLANNED SPENDING TOWARD NATIONAL OBJECTIVES, 1979 AND 1980 

BY PROGRAM 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Ellmlnatlon of 
Dotrlmentd Condltlona 

P u m t  

Conrenatlon and 

Stock 
Petcent 

Ellmlnatlon of slum8 
nd Blight 

PUCUlt 

More R r t W  UH 
of Land 

bpSn8hl Of H U l W  

P u m t  

Expand and Improve 
Community S m h  

Economlc Dovoiopmon 

Patcant 

Potcont 

Hletorlc Premrtlon 

Total 

Pucmt 

Amount 
Column Pomnt 

~ 

PROGRAM 

Urban Counties 

1979 

39.1 '/o 

26.0% 

9.8% 

15.3% 

5.9% 

3.2% 

.8% 

$412.0 
100.0% 

1980 

37.0% 

29.4% 

11.7% 

12.7% 

5.7% 

3.2% 

.5 '10 

$450.0 
100.0% 

Tot81 

38.2% 

27.5% 

10.6% 

14.1% 

5.8% 

3.2% 

.6 '/a 

$862.0 
100.0% 

1979 urd 1980 

1979 

3 4.7 '/o 

32.6% 

13.5% 

6.2% 

2.2% 

1.8% 

.1 Yo 

5804.0 
100.0% 

1980 

41.7% 

35.7% 

1 3.2 'Yo 

5.4% 

1.9% 

2.1 Yo 

.l O/O 

Total 

42.7Vo 

34.2% 

13.3% 

5.8% 

2.0% 

2.0% 

.lO/O 

Entl-t Cltkr 

1979 

25.6% 

31.1% 

15.0% 

11.6% 

11 .O% 

5.0% 

.7 yo 

two 

25.4% 

33.3% 

13.2% 

10.0% 

10.6% 

6.7% 

.7% 

TOW 

25.5% 

32.2% 

14.1 O/o 

10.8% 

10.8% 

5.9% 

.7% 

$9%.0 $1760.0 $1974.1 $2086.2 $4060.3 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 140.0% 100.0?h 

0 m 
A 



TABLE A-11-2 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND CITY DISTRESS' 
(Dollars in Millions) 

PURPOSE 

ConservelExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public 
Improvements & 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
43.3% 

$508.6 
24.4 '/o 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$215.6 
10.3% 

$196.4 
9.4% 

$2084.1 
1 00.0 O h  

loo.oo/o 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$154.5 
39.0% 

$123.6 
31.2% 

$55.3 
i 14.0% 

$34.9 
8.8% 

$27.8 
7.0% 

$396.1 
100.0% 
19.0 O/O 

1980 

Moderate 
Distress 

$145.4 , 36.3% 

$111.2 
27.8% 

$79.2 
$19.8 

$30.8 
7.7% 

$33.7 
8.4% 

$400.3 
1 00.0 % 
19.2% 

- 

Most 
Distressed 

$581.8 
45.2% 

$273.8 
21.3% 

$147.3 
11.1% 

$149.9 
11.6% 

$134.9 
10.5% 

$1287.7 
100.0~/0 
67.8% 

'In this and in subsequent tables row figures may not total to National figures due to rounding or exclusion of missing data. 



PURPOSE 

ConservelExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public . 
Improvements & 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-3 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
42.3% 

$508.6 
24.4% 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$21 5.6 
10.3 '/o 

$196.4 
9.4 '/o 

$2084.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

GRANT SIZE 

To 1,000,000 

$59.1 
47.4% 

$41.7 
32.7% 

$12.7 
10.2% 

$9.8 
7.9 ' /o 

$1.4 
1.1% 

$124.7 
1 00.0 Y o  

6.0% 

~1,000,000- 
$1,999,999 

$65.6 
33.4% 

$26.4 
13.4 '/o 

$18.2 
9.3% 

$17.8 
9.1 O/O 

$196.4 
100.0% 

9.4% 

1980 

$2,000,000- 
3,999,999 

$1 20.9 
38.3% 

$106.0 
33.5% 

$39.9 
12.6% 

$28.2 
8.9% 

$21.0 
6.6% 

$316.0 
100.0% 

15.2% 

$4,000,000- 
9,999,999 

$108.6 
37.6% 

$81.4 
28.2% 

$46.6 
16.1 '/o 

$22.3 
7.7% 

$30.2 
10.4% 

$289.1 
100.0% 

13.9% 

$10,000,000 + 

$524.7 
45.3% 

$213.8 
1 8.5 '/o 

$1 56.2 
13.5% 

$137.1 
11.8% 

$126.0 
10.9% 

$1 157.8 
100.0% 
55.6 '/o 

N m 
A 



PURPOSE 

Conserve1 Expand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public 
Improvements & 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-4 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
42.3% 

$508.6 
24.4% 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$21 5.6 
1 0.3 '/o 

$196.4 
9.4% 

$2084.1 
100.0 O/O 

1 oo.oo/o 

CITY SIZE 

1980 

To 100,OOO 100,OOO 250,000 500,ooo 1,o0o,o0o + 
249,999 499,999 999,999 

$185.2 $142.6 $142.6 $88.3 $323.1 
36.4% 41.0% 47.6% 29.7% 51.2OiO 

$181.1 $95.8 $56.5 $86.4 $88.7 
35.6% 27.6% 18.9% 29.1 Y o  14.1 ' /o 

$61.9 $57.6. $40.4 $58.4 $63.5 
12.2% 16.6 YO 13.5% 19.7 '/o 10.1% 

$49.5 $24.6 $19.6 $35.3 $86.5 
9.7% 7.1 '/o 6.5% 11.9% 13.7% 

$31.5 $26.8 $40.4 $28.6 
6.2% 7.7% 13.5% 9.6% 

$69.1 
1 1..0 O/O 

$509.5 $347.4 $299.5 $297.0 $630.9 
100.0 O/O 100.0% 100.0% 100.0"" 100.0% 
24.4 '/o 1 6.6 O/n 1 4.4 '10 1 4 . 3 " o  30.3% 



f 

i 

TABLE A-11-5 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

PURPOSE 

ConservelExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public 
Improvements & 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

~ ~~ 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
42.3% 

$508.6 
24.4% 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$215.6 
10.3 '/o 

$196.4 
9.4% 

$2084.1 
1 00.0 o/o 
100.0% 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

Decreasing 

$569.8 
45.5% 

$240.8 
19.2% 

$161.9 
12.9% 

$137.4 
11 .O% 

$141.6 
11.3% 

1980 

Stable 

$140.5 
37.8% 

$1 13.0 
30.4 '/o 

$55.4 
14.9% 

$40.7 
1 1 .O% 

$21.9 
5.9% 

Increasing 

$171.3 
37.2% 

$154.7 
33.6% 

$64.4 
14.0% 

$37.3 
8.1 '/o 

$33.0 
7.2% 

$1251.5 $371.5 $460.7 
100.0% 1 00.0 Y o  100.0 O/O 

60.1 '/o 17.8% 22.1 O/O 



PURPOSE 

ConservelExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public 
Improvements 81 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-6 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

~~ 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
42.3% 

$508.6 
24.4% 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$215.6 
10.3% 

$196.4 
9.4% 

$2084.1 
1 00.0 O/O 

1 00.0 O/" 

~~ 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$63.8 
34.7% 

1980 

Moderate 
Distress 

Most 
Distressed 

$171.5 $380.4 
36.2% 39.4 '/o 

$57.8 $150.0 $280.1 
31.4% 31.7% 29.0% 

$32.9 
31.4% 

$66.2 $97.4 
14.0% 10.1 O/O 

$20.9 $55.3 $1 14.9 
11.4% ' 11.7% 11.9% 

$8.5 
4.6% 

$183.9 
100.0% 
9.1 '/n 

$245.1 
61 .O% 

$3.7 
1 .O% 

$75.7 
18.8 Y o  

2 0.3 
5.1 '/o 

$30.9 $91.9 $56.8 
6.5% 9.5% 14.1 '/o 

$473.9 $964.7 
100.Oo/n 100.0% 
23.4% 4 7.7 % 

$401.6 
100.0% 
19.8% 



PURPOSE 

ConservelExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public 
Improvements 81 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-7 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
42.3% 

$508.6 
24.4% 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$21 5.6 
24.4% 

$196.4 
9.4% 

$2084.1 
1 00.0 Y o  
1 00.0 o/o 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFIT 

Low and 
Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$383.7 
38.8% 

$273.1 
27.6% 

$1 13.7 
1 1.5 '/o 

$126.9 
12.8% 

$90.4 
9.2% 

$987.8 
100.0% 
48.9% 

1980 

Non-Low and 
Moderate 
income 
Benefit 

$239.3 
36.3% 

$220.1 
33.4% 

$87.1 
13.2% 

$67.1 
10.2% 

$46.3 
7.0% 

$659.9 
100.0% 
32.7 '/o 

City- 
wide 

$245.1 
66.0% 

$3.7 
0.9% 

$45.7 
12.3% 

$20.3 
5.5% 

$56.8 
15.3% 

$371.6 
1 00.0 010 

1 8.4 '/o 



PURPOSE 

ConservelExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Percent 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Percent 

General Public 
Improvements & 
Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Percent 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-8 

1980 CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 

AND ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$881.7 
4 2.3 '/o 

$508.6 
24.4% 

$281.8 
13.5% 

$21 5.6 
10.3% 

$196.4 
9.4 '/o 

$2084.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Housing 
Rehab & 
Related 

$661.3 
92.2 '/o 

$1 5.8 
2.2% 

$7.1 
1 .O% 

$1 1.2 
1 -6 '/a 

$22.1 
3.1 '/o 

$717.5 
100.0% 
34.4% 

Public 
Works 

$8.6 
1.5% 

$262.8 
47.2% 

$157.5 
28.3% 

$6.8 
1.2% 

$1 20.5 
21.7% 

$556.2 
100.0% 
26.7% 

Acquisi- 
tion/ 

Demolition 

$156.1 
43.8% 

$77.0 
2 1.6 '10 

$67.9 
19.1 O/O 

$6.4 
1.8% 

$48.6 
13.7 '/o 

$356.0 
100.0% 
17.1 '/o 

1980 

Public 
Services 

$24.2 
11.0% 

$37.7 
17.1 '/a 

$7.9 
3.6% 

$146.7 
66.9% 

$3.5 
1.6 '/o 

$220.0 
100.0% 
10.6 Ol0  

Public 
Facilities 

$31.4 
21.3% 

a 

$57.5 
39.1 '/o 

$14.8 
10.1 % 

$42.2 
28.7 '/o 

$1.3 
0.9% 

$147.2 
100.0% 

7.1 '10 

Open 
Spaces & 

Parks 

$0.1 
0.1 O/O 

$57.8 
66.4% 

$26.5 
30.5% 

$2.3 
2.6% 

$0.3 
0.3% 

$87.0 
1 00.0 Y o  

4.2% 



TABLE A-11-9 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND YEAR 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$1623.3 
27.2% 

$1 869.5 
31.3% 

$1060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0% 
100.0% 

YEAR 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.2 
100.0% 
32.0% 

1979 

$513.3 
26.0 o/o 

$639.4 
32.4% 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
10.8 o/o 

$133.3 
6.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
1 00 .o Y o  
33.1 Yo 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 Y o  

$219.9 
10.5% 

$147.2 
7.1 yo 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
35.0% 



1 L 

TABLE A-11-10 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Woks 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisitionl 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUh3S BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$1623.3 
27.2 '/o 

869.5 
31.3% 

060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0 O/O 

100.0% 

AND REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

REGION 

1978-1980 

North 
Central 

North 
East South West 

Puerto 
Rico 

$467.5 $400.8 $471.9 $200.9 $82.2 
26.7% 21.5% 36.0% 24.0 '/o 39.3% 

$497.6 $785.4 $326.5 $248.9 $11.1 
28.4% 42.2% 24.9 '/o 29 ,a 5.3% 

$345.3 I $231.5 $245.6 $182.5 $55.3 
1 9.7 u/o d 2 .A O/o 18.7% 21.8910 26.4% 

$212.5 $294.6 $85.2 $67.8 $10.8 
12.1 Yo 15.8% 6.5% 8.1 % 5.2% 

$146.9 $92.4 $110.0 $81.7 $33.9 
8.4% 5.0% 8.4% 9.8% 16.2V 

$79.8 
4.6% 

$58.0 $71.5 $54.3 $16.0 
3.1 ' /o 5.5% 6.5 ?'o 7.7O/ 

$1749.5 $1862.6 $1310.7 $836.1 $209.3 
100.0% 100.0% 100.04'0 100.0% 
29.3 ' /o 31.2% 22.0 0;o 14.0% 3.5% 

100.0% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works. 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition1 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

l Open Spaces and 

Amount 
Percent 

Parks 
\ 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-ll-10 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

RFGION 

North 
Central 

North 
East 

$140.3 $145.1 
27.1 '/o 24.7% 

$1 25.4 $210.4 
24.2% 35.9% 

1978 

South 

$179.7 
38.2 '10 

West 
Puerto 
Rico 

$63.9 $24.7 
40.1 '/o 23.6% 

$98.4 $74.0 
20.9'10 27.4% 

$2.9 
4.7% 

$95.0 $76.3 $89.1 $52.6 $12.2 
1 8.3 % 13.0% 18.9% 19.5 '10 19.9% 

$67.5 $109.2 $32.3 
13.0 '/o 18.6% 6.9% 

$27.0 
10.0% 

$2.6 
4.3% 

$56.8 $28.8 $46.5 $36.3 -1 6.0 
1 1 .O% 4.9% 10.0% 13.4% 25.9% 

$33.6 $17.1 
6.5910 2.9% 

$518.6 $586.9 
1 00 .o '10 100.0% 
27.2'/0 30.8?/0 

$24.4 
5.2''o 

$16.7 
6.2% 

$3.2 
5.2% 

$470.6 $270 5 $61.5 
100 O f 0  100 0°~" 1 00.0 o/o 

24 7 '0  14 2'/0 3.2% 



ACTIVITY G ROU I 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab (1 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount . 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-10 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

- 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$513.3 
26.0% 

$639.4 
32.4 '10 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
10.8 Ol0 

$133.3 
6.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0"/11 
loo.o".;, 

AND REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

REGION 

North 
Central 

$1 39.6 
25.5'10 

$161.5 
29.5 '10 

$1 19.5 
21.9% 

North 
East 

$123.5 
20.3% 

$264.3 
43.4% 

$71.4 
11.7% 

$62.6 $93.7 
11.5% 15.4 '10 

$38.3 $32.0 
7.0% 5.3% 

1979 

South 

$157.3 
33.8% 

$125.2 
26.9% 

$97.4 
20.9% 

$32.7 
7.0% 

$29.1 
6.3% 

West 

$67.6 
23.8% 

$86.2 
30.4% 

$70.0 
24.6% 

$20.5 
7.2'/0 

$22.5 
7.9% 

$23.9 517.3 $24.4 
5.1 Yo 6.1 '/o 4.Oo'n 

~ 

Puerto 
Rico 

$25.3 
37.1 

$2.0 
3.0% 

$19.9 
29.2% 

$2.9 
4.2-"/0 

S11.3 
16.6% 

S6.8 
9.9% 

$465.7 $284.1 $68.3 $546.6 $609.3 

1 00.0 0'0 100.0% 
23.6'/0 14.4"~ 3.5% 

100 0 "47 100.00~0 100 O"/O 

2 7.7 "h 30.9'!;, 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Publlc Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-10 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 Y o  

$219.9 
10.5% 

$147.2 
7.1 '/a 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

REGION 

North 
Central 

$1 87.6 
27.4% 

$21 0.6 
30.8% 

$1 30.9 
19.1 O/O 

$82.3 
12.0% 

$51.7 
7.6% 

$21 .o 
3.1 '/o 

$684.3 
100.0% 
32.8% 

~- 

North 
East 

$132.1 
1 9.ao/o 

$310.6 
46.6% 

$83.8 
12.6% 

$91.8 
13.8% 

$31.6 
4.7% 

$1 6.5 
2.5% 

$666.4 
1 00.0 Yo 
31.9% 

~~~ ~~ 

1980 

South 

$134.9 
36 .O '10 

$1 02.8 
27.5% 

$59.1 
15.8% 

$20.2 
5.4% 

$34.3 
9.2% 

$23.1 
6.2% 

$374.4 
100. O h  
17.9% 

West 

$69.4 
24.7 '/o 

$88.6 
31.5% 

$59.9 
21 .3% 

$20.4 
7.3% 

$22.9 
8.1 '/a 

$20.3 
7.2% 

$281.5 
1 oo.oo~o 

13.5O.b 

~ 

Puerto 
Rico 

$32.2 
40.5 % 

$6.1 
7.7% 

$23.2 
29.1 9'0 

$5.3 
6.6% 

$6.7 
8.4% 

$6.1 
7.7% 

$79.5 
100.0% 

3.8% 



F 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Porcont 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 

Row Percent 

,/ 

TABLE A-11-1 1 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY TYPE 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$1623.3 
27.2% 

$1869.5 
31.3% 

S 1060.3 
17.8'"o 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0"0 
100.0% 

(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY TYPE 

1978-1 98C 
CWitfd subumn 

$1 422.5 
26.5"" 

$1704.8 
31.8O'o 

$962.5 
18.0" 0 0  

$638.2 
1 1 .go," 

$400.5 
7.5"m 

$252.9 
4 .3 041 

$536 1.3 
1 00.0 "/,I 
89.8 "4, 

$200.8 
33.1 % 

$164.7 
27.1'0 

$97.8 
10.1 " . l B  

$32.7 
5.4'fo 

$64.4 
10.69'0 

$46.6 
7.74.0 

$604.0 
100.O~~il 
10.2"/" 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amo'unt 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-ll-11 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY TYPE 

1978 

Central Suburban 

$485.5 
28.4% 

$464.4 
27.1 '/o 

$291.9 
17.1 Yo 

$227.7 
13.3% 

$161.1 
9.4% 

$81.5 
4.8 Y o  

$1712.2 
100.0% 
89.7% 

$68.1 
34.8% 

$46.9 
23.9% 

$33.3 
17.0% 

$1 0.9 
5.6% 

$23.4 
1 1 .9 O/O 

$13.5 
6.9% 

$196.0 
100.0% 
10.3% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activlties 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Pubilc Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks - 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-ll-11 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$513.3 
26.0% 

$639.4 
32.4% 

$378.2 
19.2 Yo 

$212.4 
10.8% 

$133.3 
6.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0 Yo 
100.0% 

AND CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY TYPE 

1979 

Central Suburban 

$447.9 
25.3% 

$581.7 
32.9% 

$346.2 
19.6 Yo 

$201.4 
11.4% 

$112.1 
6.3% 

$79.9 
4.5% 

$1769.2 
100.0 % 
89.6% 

$65.4 
31.9% 

$57.7 
28.2% 

$31.9 
15.6 Yo 

$11.0 
5.4% 

$21.2 
10.4 '/o 

$1 7.5 
8.6% 

$204.7 
1 00.0 Y o  
10.4% 



4 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Actlvlties 

Amount 
PWCWlt 

Acquisition/ 
Demolltatlon 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Servlces 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Publlc Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Totai 

-t 

TABLE A4l-11 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 Yo 

$219.9 
10.5% 

$147.2 
7.1 Yo 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
1 00.0 Yo 

CITY TYPE 

Central 

26.0% 
$489.0 

$658.7 
35.0% 

$324.3 
17.3% 

/ 

$209.1 
11.1% 

$127.4 
6.8% 

$ 

$71.4 
3.8% 

879.9 
100.0~/0 
90.1 Yo 

Suburban 

$67.3 
32.6% 

$60.2 
29.2% 

$32.6 
15.8% 

$10.8 
5.2% 

$19.8 
9.6% 

$ 5.6 
7.6% 

$206.3 
100.0% 

9.9% 

-1 

I 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A=ll=12 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

@ 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$1623.3 
27.2% 

$1869.5 
31.3% 

$1060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AND CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY DISTRESS 

1978-1 980 

Least 
Distressed 
$390.5 
32.6 Yo 

$333.4 
27.801~ 

$221.7 
1 8 . 5 ~ ~  

$56.5 
4.7% 

$1 17.8 
9.8% 

$78.5 
6.6% 

Moderate 
Distress 
$393.8 
33.7% 

$286.2 
24.5% 

$229.0 
19.6% 

$77.7 
6.7% 

$1 14.7 
8.8% 

$66.5 
5.7% 

Most 
Distressed 
$839.0 
23.3% 

$1249.9 
34.7% 

$609.6 
16.9% 

$536.7 
14.9% 

$232.4 
8.9% 

$134.5 
3.7% 

$1 167.8 $3602.1 
$1 198.4 

inn no/- 
100.0% 100.0% 
19.6% 60.3% 

I "V." I" 

20.1 Yo 



f 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-12 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.2 
1 00.0 Y o  
100.0% 

~~ ~~ 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$130.7 
32.6% 

$101.2 
25.2% 

$75.1 
18.7 '/o 

1978 
Moderate 
Distress 

$131.9 
34.3% 

$74.9 
19.5 '1'0 

$78.9 
20.5% 

Most 
Distressed 

$291.1 
25.9% 

$335.2 
29.9% 

$171.2 
9.0% 

$19.3 
4.8% 

$49.1 
12.2% 

$25.5 
~~~ 

6.4% 
. -~ 

$400.9 
100.0% 
21.0% 

$32.1 
8.4% 

$46.0 
12.0% 

$20.8 
5.4% 

$384.6 
100.0% 
20.2% 

$1 87.2 
16.7 '/o 

$89.4 
8.0% 

$48.7 
4.3% 

$1 122.7 
100.0% 
58.8% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demo1 it ion 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Peroant 

Open Bpaees and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-12 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

~ 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$513.3 
26.0% 

$639.4 
32.4% 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
io.ao/o 

$133.3 
B.B% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$132.5 
33.0% 

$108.0 
26.9% 

$84.0 
20.9% 

$20.3 
5.1 '/o 

$30.8 
7.7% 

$25.9 
6.5% 

$401.5 
100.0% 
20.3% 

1979 
Moderate 
Distress 

$1 17.2 
30.6% 

$92.3 
24.1 ' /o 

$85.1 
22.5% 

$22.6 
5.9% 

$40.2 
lQ.Ej% 

$25.6 
6.7% 

$382.9 
100.0% 
19.4% 

Most 
Distressed 

$263.6 
22.2 Y o  

$439.0 
36.9% 

$209.1 
17.6% 

$169.5 
14.3% 

$62.3 
8.2% 

$46.0 
3.9% 

$1 189.5 
100.0% 
60.3% 



TABLE A-11.12 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7 '/o 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 '/o 

$219.9 
10.5% 

$147.2 
7.1 % 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY DISTRESS I 
Least 

Distressed 

$1 27.4 
32.2% 

$1 24.2 
31.4% 

$62.6 
15.8 '10 

$1 6.9 
4.3% 

$37.9 
9.6% 

$27.0 
6.8% 

$396.0 
100.0% 
19.0% 

1980 
Moderate 
Distress 

$144.6 
36.1 ' /o 

$1 19.0 
29.7 '/o 

$65.0 
1 6.3 '/o 

$23.0 
5.7% 

$28.5 
7.1 ' /o 

$20.1 
5.0% 

$400.3 
100.0% 
19.2% 

Most 
Distressed 

$284.3 
22.0% 

$475.7 
36.9% 

$229.3 
17.8% 

$1 80.0 
14.0% 

$80.7 
6.3% 

$39.8 
3.1 ' /o  

$1 289.8 
100.0% 
61.8% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

s 

TABLE A-ll=13 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$1623.3 
27.2% 

$1869.5 
31.3% 

$1060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0% 
1 OO.O?'o 

GRANT SIZE 

To 1,000,000 

$107.6 
3.1 ' /o 

$96.3 
2.8% 

$35.7 
1.0% 

$13.5 
0.4% 

$44.7 
1.3 '/o 

$15.2 
0.4% 

$313.0 
100.0% 

5.2% 

$1,000,000- 
$1,999,999 

$1 73.2 
5.0% 

$169.4 
4.9% 

$102.3 
3.0 '/o 

$35.0 
1 .O% 

$65.6 
1 .9 Yo 

$35.1 
1 .O% 

$580.6 
100.0% 

9.7% 

1978-1980 

$2,000,000- $4,000,000- 
3,999,999 9,999,999 

$275.3 $335.1 
33.0% 9.7% 

$218.0 $291.3 
26.1 ' /o 8.5% 

$162.4 $21 7.8 
19.5 '/o 6.3 '/o 

$60.0 $109.9 
7.2% 3.2% 

$67.0 $69.0 
8.0% 2.0% 

$51.2 $39.6 
6.1 '1'0 1.2% 

$833.9 $1 062.8 
1 00.0 o/o 100.0% 
14.0% 17.8% 

$10,000,000 + 

$732.1 
21.3% 

$1094.4 
31.8% 

$542.0 
15.7% 

$452.6 
13.2% 

$218.6. 
6.4 '/o 

$1 38.3 
4.0% 

$3178.1 
1 OO.O?~O 
53.2% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demo1 it ion 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-I 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE C 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12 .5 ' /o  

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.2 
100.0% 
1 00 .o % 

'-1 3 

3BG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

- 

GRANT SIZE 

To 1,000,000 

$36.1 
38.3% 

$25.5 
27.1 '/o 

$6.5 
6.9% 

$6.0 
6.3% 

~ $15.1 
16.1 ' /o 

$5.0 
5.3% 

$94.1 
100.0% 

4.9% 

$1,000,000- 
$1,999,999 

. $59.8 
29.1 ' /o 

$49.0 
23.8% 

$46.4 
22.6% 

$11.3 
5.5% 

$26.8 
13.0% 

$1 2.5 
6.1 ' /o 

$205.9 
100.0% 

io.ao/o 

1978 

$2,000,000- 
3,999,999 

$80.4 
34.2% 

$53.6 
22.8% 

$39.5 
16.8% 

$1 5.6 
6.6% 

$32.4 
13.8% 

$13.9 
5.9% 

$235.4 
100.0% 
12.3% 

$4,000,000- 
9,999,999 

$1 29.3 
32.6% 

$83.7 
21.1 O/O 

$85.8 
21.7% 

$46.5 
11.7% 

$36.4 
9.2% 

$14.4 
3.6 '10 

$396.1 
100.0% 
20.8% 

$1 0,000,000 + 

$248.0 
25.4% 

$299.4 
30.7% 

$147.0 
15.1% 

$1 59.2 
16.3% 

$73.7 
7,6% 

$49.3 
5.1 '10 

$976.6 
100.0% 
51.2% 



TABLE A-11-13 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

, 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition1 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$513.3 
26.0% 

$639.4 
32.4 '10 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
10.8 '/o 

$133.3 
6.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0 O/O 

GRANT SIZE 

To 1,000,000 

$32.2 
34.1 '/o 

$25.5 
27.1 ' /o 

$9.3 
9.9% 

$2.6 
2.8% 

$20.0 
21.3% 

$4.6 
4.9% 

$94.3 
100.0% 

4.9% 

$1,000,000- 
$1,999,999 

$51.6 
29.0% 

$55.2 
31 .O% 

$30.3 
17.0% 

$1 2.9 
7.2'Lo 

$1 6.4 
9.2% 

$1 1.8 
6.6% 

$1 78.3 
100.0% 

9.2% 

1979 

$2,000,000- 
3,999,999 

$90.5 
32.0% 

$73.2 
25.9% 

$69.0 
24.4% 

$17.7 
6.3% 

$1 4.0 
5.0% 

$18.1 
6.4% 

$282.5 
100.0% 

14.7% 

%4,000,000* 
9,999,999 

$1 13.3 
30.0% 

$108.7 
28.8% 

$82.7 
21.9% 

$33.1 
8.8% 

$24.5 
6.5% 

$15.0 
4.0% 

$396.1 
100.0% 
20.5% 

$1 0,000,000 + 

$225.7 
21.7% 

$376.8 
36.2% 

$186.8 
17.9% 

$146.1 
14.0% 

$58.3 
5.6% 

$47.8 
4.6% 

$976.6 
100.0% 
50.7% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisitionl 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Publlo Faollltlrr 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

~ 

f 

TABLE A-11-13 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 % 

$219.9 
1 0.5 % 

$147.2 
7.1 ?h 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0 O/O 

1 00.0 O/O 

GRANT SIZE 

To 1,000,000 

$39.3 
31.6% 

$45.3 
36.4 '10 

$19.9 
16.0% 

$4.9 
3.9% 

$9.6 
7.7% 

$5.6 
4.5% 

$124.6 
100.0% 

6.0% 

s1,000,000- 
$1,999,999 

$61.7 
31.4% 

$65.2 
33.2% 

$25.6 
13.0% 

$10.8 
5.5% 

$22.3 
11.4% 

$10.8 
5.5% 

$196.4- 
100.0% 

9.4% 

1980 

$2,000,000- 
3,999,999 

$104.4 
33.0% 

$91.3 
28.9% 

$54.0 
17.1 % 

$26.6 
8.4% 

$20.6 
6.5% 

$19.1 
6.00/0 

$316.0 
100.0% 
15.1% 

$4,000,000- 
9,999,999 

$92.5 
32.0% 

$98.9 
34.2% 

$49.3 
17.0% 

$30.3 
1 0.5 '10 

$8.0 
2.8% 

$10.2 
3.5% 

$289.2 
100.0% 
13.9% 

$1 o,ooo,o0O + 

$258.4 
22.3% 

$418.2 
36.1 Yo 

$208.2 
18.0 O/o 

$147.3 
12.7% 

586.6 
7.5% 

$41.2 
3.6% 

$1 159.9 
100.0% 

5.6% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

, 

TABLE A-11-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY SIZE 

(Dollars in Millions) \ 

~~ 

NATIONAL 

1978.1 980 

$1623.3 
27.2% 

$1 869.5 
31.3% 

$1060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY SIZE 

To 100,000 

$498.9 
33.6% 

$406.5 
27.4% 

$227.6 
15.3%. 

$123.4 
8.3% 

$145.8 
9.8% 

$83.1 
5.6% 

$1 485.5 
1 00.0 Yo 

100,000- 
249,999 

$31 1.4 
29.3 '/o 

$282.7 
26.6% 

$245.3 
23.1 '/o 

$78.7 
7.4% 

$93.1 
8.8% 

$51.7 
4.9% 

1978-1 980 

250,000- 
499,999 

$234.1 
26.9% 

$305.5 
35.1 '/o 

$1 77.8 
20.4 '/o 

$77.7 
8.9% 

$42.6 
4.9% 

$22.1 
3.8% 

500,000- 
999,999 

$306.2 
32.4 '/o 

$241.1 
25.5% 

$171.0 
18.1 '/o 

$1 03.3 
10.9% 

$64.3 
6.8% 

$58.2 
6.2% 

1,000,000 + 
$272.7 

17.0% 

$633.7 
39.5% 

$238.5 
14.9% 

$287.8 
17.9% 

$119.0 
7.4% 

$53.3 
3.3% 

$1062.9 $870.8 $944.1 $1605.0 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0 O/O 100.0% . . . _  

24.9% 17.8% 14.6% 15.8% 26.9% 

m m a 



-- 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition1 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Perceni 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17 .O '/o 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY SIZE 

To 100,000 

$172.8 
35.8% 

$111.0 
23.0% 

$71.9 
14.9% 

$42.6 
8.8% 

$57.4 
1 1.9 O/O 

$26.8 
5.6% 

$482.5 
100.0% 
25.3% 

100,000- 
249,999 

$102.4 
28.7% 

$77.5 
21.7% 

$83.2 
23.3% 

$28.9 
8.1 Yo 

$48.9 
13.7% 

$15.6 
4.4% 

$356.4 
100.0% 
18.7% 

1978 

250,000- 
499,999 

$82.6 
28.4% 

$83.8 
28.8% 

$61.9 
21.3% 

$33.3 
11.5% 

$1 7.4 
6.0% 

$12.0 
4.1 '/o 

$291 .O 
100.0% 
15.2% 

500,000- 

$111.8 

999,999 

35.2% 

$81.2 
25.6% 

$52.7 
16.6% 

$36.7 
1 1.6 '/o 

$20.0 
6.3% 

$1 5.0 
4.7% 

$31 7.4 
100.0% 
16.6% 

1,000,000 + 

18.3% 
$84.1 

$1 57.8 
34.2% 

$55.6 
12.1 Yo 

$97.0 
21.0% 

$40.8 
8.9% 

$25.6 
5.6% 

$460.9 
100.0% 
24.2% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Domolltion 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$513.3 
26.0% 

$639.4 
32.4% 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
10.8 '/o 

$133.3 
6.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY SIZE 

To 100,000 

$1 59.5 
32.3% 

100,000- 
249,999 

$103.3 
28.8% 

1979 

250,000- 
499,999 

$74.9 
26.9% 

500,000- 
2999,999 

$95.8 
29.1 '/o 

1,000,000 + 
$79.8 

15.6 '/o 

$99.1 $95.0 $212.3 $137.9 $95.1 
35.5% 28.8% 41.4% 27:go/o 26.5% 

$57.0 $62.0 $83.2 $79.8 $96.2 
20.4% 18.8 '/o 16.2 o/o 16.1% 26.8% 

$37.2 
7.5% 

$24.2 
6.7% 

$26.6 
9.5% 

$24.4 $1 1.5 $48.7 
6.8% 4.1 Yo 9.9% 

$30.7 
6.2% 

$16.0 
4.5% 

$493.8 $359.1 , 

100.0% 100.0% 
25.0% 18.2% 

$9.8 
3.5% 

$34.6 
10.5% 

$90.0 
17.5% 

$18.0 $30.7 
5.5 '/o 6.0% 

$24.3 $16.6 
7.4% 3.2% 

$279.0 $329.7 $512.4 
100.0% 100.0 100.0% 
14.1% 16.7% 26.0% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 yo 

$21 9.9 
10.5 Yo 

$147.2 
7.1 '/o 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

- 

CITY SIZE 

100,000- 
To 100,000 249,999 

$166.6 $105.7 
32.7 '/o 30.4 '/o 

$1 57.6 $1 10.2 
31 .O% 31.7% 

$76.0 $65.9 
14.9% 19.0% 

1980 

,250,000- 
499,999 

$76.5 
25.4% 

$1 22.6 
40.8% 

58.9 
19.6% 

$43.6 
8.6% 

$39.7 
7.8% 

$25.6 
5.0% 

$509.2 
100.0% 
24.4% 

$25.6 
7.4% 

$19.9 
5.7% 

$20.1 
5.8% 

$347.4 
100.0% 
16.7% 

$1 7.8 
.5.9% 

$13.7 
4.6% 

$1 1.3 
3.8% 

$300.8 
100.0% 
14.4% 

500,000- 
:999,999 1,000,000 + 
$98.7 $108.8 
33.2% 17.2% 

$64.9 $263.6 
21 9 %  41.7% 

$56.4 $99.8 
19.0% 15.8% 

$31.9 
10.7 '/o 

$26.3 
8.9% 

$18.9 
6.4% 

$297.0 
100.0% 
14.2% 

$101.0 
16.0% 

$47.5 
7.5% 

$1 1.1 
1.8% 

$631.7 
100.0% 
30.3% 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A4l-15 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978-1980 

$1623.Q 
: 27.2% 

$1869.5 
31.3% 

$1060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0% 
1oo.OXI 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

Decreasing 

$814.5 
23.7 'r'v 

$1 209.9 
35.1 Y'o 

$578.1 
1 6.8 O/O 

5490.9 
14.3% 

$213.1 
6.2% 

$136.6 
4.0% 

$3443.2 
100.0% 
57.7''~~ 

1978-1980 

Stable 

$342.1 
29.4 '10 

$328.3 
28.2% 

$213.3 
18.3% 

$108.7 
9.3'10 

$103.4 
8.9% 

$67.4 
5.8% 

$1 163.2 
1 00.0 ?o 
19.5% 

Increasing 

$466.6 
3 . 3 %  

$331.3 
24.3 ?'o 

$268.9 
19.7% 

$71.3 
5.2% 

$148.3 
1 0.9 Yo 

$75.6 
5.6% 

$1361.9 
100.04~0 
22.8% 



T 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisitionl 
Demolition 

Amount 
Corcent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-15 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 
~ 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$326.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0% 

$1908.1 
100.0% 
1 00.0 Yo 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

Decreasing 

$273.1 
25.8% 

$323.7 
30.6 Yo 

8181.4 
16.3% 

$167.5 
15.8% 

$83.6 
7.9% 

$49.6 
4.7% 

$1058.9 
100.0% 
55.5 '10 

1978 

Stable 

$120.2 
29.9% 

$89.6 
22.3% 

585.2 
21.2% 

$45.8 
1 1.4 '/o 

$39.4 
9.8% 

$22.1 
5.5% 

$402.2 
100.0% 
21.1 O/O 

Increasing 

$160.4 
35.9% 

$98.0 
21.9% 

07e.o 
17.6% 

$25.3 
5.7% 

$61.5 
13.8% 

$23.3 
5.2% 

$447.0 
100.0% 
23.4% 

0 co 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Percent 
Amount 

Public Faciiitles 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-15 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$513.3 
26.9% 

$639.4 
32.4% 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
10.8% 

$133.3 
6.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
1 00.0 O/O 

100.0% 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

Deereaslng 

$252.0 
22.3% 

$418.8 
37.1 Yo 

$200.4 
17.7% 

$161.2 
14.3 yo 

$51.1 
4.5% 

$47.0 
4.2% 

$1 130.6 
100.0% 
57.3 '10 

1 $79 

Stable 

$105.9 
27.2% 

$1 15.4 
29.7% 

$76.0 
19.5% 

$29.0 
7.5% 

$36.9 
9.5% 

$26.0 
6.7% 

Increasing 

$155.4 
34.2% 

$105.1 
23.1 Yo 

$101.7 
22.4% 

$22.2 
4.9% 

$45.3 
10.0% 

$24.6 
5.4% 

$389.2 $454.2 
100.0% 100.0% 
19.7% 23.0 '/o 



I 

TABLE A-11-15 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Publlc Servlces 
Amount 
Percent 

Pubilc Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1% 

$219.9 
10.5% 

$147.2 
7.1 Yo 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

1980 

Decreasing Stable Increasing 

$289.4 $116.1 $150.8 
23.1 'Yo 31.2% 32.7% 

$467.3 $123.3 $128.3 
37.3% 33.2% 27.8% 

$216.3 $52.1 $88.6 
1.3% 14.0% 19.2 Yo 

$162.2 $33.9 $23.9 
12.9% 9.1 Yo 5.2% 

$78.5 $27.1 $41.6 
6.3% 7.3% 9.0% 

$40.0 $19.4 $27.6 
3.2% 5.2% . 6.0% 

$1253.7 $371.8 $460.7 
100.0% 100.0~/0 100.0% 

22.1 Yo 60.1 Yo 17.8% 



t xi 

TABLE A-11-16 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP NATIONAL CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

1978-1 980 

$ 1623.3 
27.2% 

$1869.5 
31.3% 

$1060.3 
17.8% 

$670.9 
11.2% 

$464.9 
7.8% 

$279.5 
4.7% 

$5968.3 
100.0% 
100.0 O/O 

1978-1980 

41.60% Puerto 
Rico 1-200/0 61 + Yo 

Pubttc Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Hourlng Rehab & 
Rolatd Actlvltles 

Amount 
Percent 

$690.0 
30.6% 

$556.8 
21.2% 

$233.5 
34.3% 

$39.7 
24.0% 

$82.2 
39.3% 

$704.0 
31.2% 

$927.1 
35.3% 

$174.7 
25.7 O/o 

$44.4 
26.8% 

$11.1 
5.3% 

M 
u3 

Acquirttiod 
Demoiitlon 

Amount 
Percent 

$374.9 
16.6 Yo 

$455.9 
17.4'10 

$122.2 
18.0% 

$51.4 
31 .O% 

$55.3 
26.4 Yo 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

$1 71.8 
7.6% 

$396.8 
15.1 Y o  

$72.3 
10.7% 

$18.6 
11.2% 

$10.8 
5.2% 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

$197.8 
8.8 '/o 

$181.8 
7.0% 

$44.3 
6.5% 

$4.7 
2.8% 

$33.9 
16.2 YO 

$1 17.3 
5.2% 

$105.2 
4.00'0 

$33.1 
4.9% 

$6.9 
4.1 '/o 

$16.0 
7.8% 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

$2255.8 
100.0% 
38.0 '10 

$2623.6 
1 00.0 010 

44.2 '/o 

$165.7 
100.0% 

2.8% 

$680.1 
100.0% 
11.5% 

$209.3 
100.0% 

3.5O'o 



: 
L -i 

TABLE A=ll=l6 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Publlc Works 
Amount 
Porcont 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Actlvitles 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Publlc Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$553.7 
29.0% 

$51 1.2 
26.8% 

$325.2 
17.0% 

$238.6 
12.5% 

$184.4 
9.7% 

$95.0 
5.0'10 

$1 908.1 
100.0"/~, 
1 00.0 '71, 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

1-20% 

$242.7 
32.5% 

$197.7 
26.5% 

$1 26.0 
16.9 '/o 

$64.5 
8.6% 

$80.0 
43.4% 

$35.2 
4.7% 

$746.1 
100.0% 
35.6 '%I 

21.40% 

$183.6 
22.8% 

$241.7 
30.0% 

$129.9 
16.1 '/o 

$138.5 
17.0% 

$70.2 
8.7% 

$41.4 
5.2'10 

$805.3 
1 00.0 010 
38.4% 

1978 

4140% 

$80.0 
36.0% 

$55.1 
24.6% 

$35.7 
16.0% 

$138.5 
17.1% 

$70.2 
8.7% 

$4 1.4 
5.1 '10 

$420.9 
1 00.0 0'0 
20.1 O'O 

61 + Yo 

$16.3 
26.8% 

$1 1.2 
18.4% 

$20.8 
34.3% 

$7.6 
12.5% 

$2.7 
4.5% 

$2.1 
3.5'10 

$60.7 
100.0% 

2.9'1" 

Puerto 
RiCO 

$24.7 
40.1 Yo 

$2.9 
4.7% 

$12.2 
19.9% 

$2.6 
4.2% 

$16.0 
26.0% 

$3.2 
5.1'10 

$61.6 
100.0% 

2.go/o 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Pucont 

Houring Rehab & 
Related Actiuitie8 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
AmounZ 
Pucent 

Open Spaces and 
PUkS 

Amount 
Percent 

Tot81 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-16 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1079 

$513.3 
26.0% 

$639.4 
32.4% 

$378.2 
19.2% 

$212.4 
1 0.8 Yo 

$133.3 
6.8 '/o 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

-- ~ 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

1.20% 

$205.6 
28.1 '/o 

$235.2 
32.3% 

$132.5 
18.1 '/o 

2 1 4 %  

$179.8 
21.0% 

$309.2 
36.0% 

$162.0 
18.9% 

1979 

41 -WK 61 + Yo 

$79.1 . $15.6 
32.7% 24.0% 

$69.4 $21.5 
28.7% 33.0% 

$46.1 $1 7.7 
19.0% 27.2% 

Puerto 
Rim 

$25.3 
37.0% 

$2.0 
3.0% 

$19.9 
29.2% 

$51.4 $126.9 , $25.5 $5.8 $2.9 
7.0% 14.8% 10.5% 8.9% 4.2% 

$62.9 $44.9 $11.8 $1.5 $11.3 
8.6% 5.2% 4.9% 2.3% 16.6 YO 

$42.0 $35.3 $10.3 $2.8 $6.8 
5.8% 4.1 '/o 4.2% 4.3% 9.9% 

$729.6 $858.1 $242.2 $64.9 $68.2 
loo.oo'o 100.0~/0 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

37.2% 43.7 01" 12.3% 3.3% 3.5 ",b 



ACTlViTY GROUP 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-16 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 
BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$556.3 
26.7% 

$718.9 
34.5% 

$356.9 
17.1 yo 

$219.9 
10.5% 

$147.2 
7.1 '10 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
1 00.0 % 
100.0 "/o 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

1 -20% 

$241.6 
31.0% 

$271.1 
34.8% 

$1 16.3 
14.9 '/o 

$56.0 
7.1 '/o 

$54.9 
7 .o '/o 

$40.0 
5.0% 

$779.9 
100.0% 
32.4 '/o 

21-4070 

$193.4 
20.1 O/O 

$376.2 
39.2% 

$164.1 
17.0% 

$131.5 
13.7% 

$66.7 
6.9% 

$28.5 
3.0% 

$828.9 
100.0% 
34.4% 

1980 

41-6O0/o 

$74.4 
34.7% 

$50.2 
23.4% 

$40.2 
18.9% 

$21.7 
10.1 ?lo 

$17.7 
8.3% 

$9.8 
4.6% 

$235.7 
100.0% 

9.8% 

61 + Yo 

$7.9 
19.6% 

$1 1.7 
29.3% 

$12.9 
32.0% 

$5.2 
13.0% 

$440.0 
1.1 Y o  

$2.0 
4.9% 

$479.9 
100.0% 
20.0% 

Puerto 
Rico 

$32.2 
40.5% 

$6.1 
7 .7 '/o 

$23.2 
29.1 Yo 

$5.5 
6.6% 

$6.7 
8.4% 

$6.1 
7.7% 

$79.8 
100.0~/0 

3.3% 



TABLE A=ll=17 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTlViTY GROUP' 

Public Work! 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facllltles 
Amount 

-Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$1459.0 
29.4% 

$1346.8 
27.1 '10 

$864.9 
17.4% 

$605.8 
12.2% 

$41 5.6 
8.4% 

$271.8 
5.5% 

$4963.9 
1 00.0 % 
1 00.0 '/D 

TRACT DiSTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$S96.7 
32.3% 

$167.2 
27.5% 

63.0 
10.4 '/o 

$64.3 
10.6 o/o 

$66.9 
1 1 .o O/O 

$50.4 
8.3% 

$608.5 
100.0% 
12.6% 

1978-1980 

Moderate 
Distress 

$459.8 
31.7% 

$403.2 
27.8% 

$192.6 
13.3 '/o 

$181 .O 
12.5% 

$132.8 
9.2% 

$80.8 
5.6% 

$1450.2 
100.0 O/O 

29.9 '/o 

Most 
Distressed 

$764.4 
27.4% 

$753.7 
27.0% 

$581.9 
20.9% 

$348.8 
12.5% 

$203.4 
7.3% 

$135.8 
4.9% 

$2788.0 
100.0% 
57.5% 

'Excludes City.wide 



TABLE A-ll=17 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Porcent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$526.3 
31 .o% 

$422.6 
24.9% 

$263.9 
15.6 Yo 

$219.9 
13.0% 

$170.3 
10.0 Yo 

$92.8 
5.5% 

$1695.8 
lOo.O~L, 
1Oo.OOL, 

' Excludes City-wid 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$75.0 
32.7% 

$61.5 
26.8% 

$20.8 
9.1 Y o  

$29.2 
12.7 '/o 

$27.4 
1 1.9% 

$15.6 
6.8% 

$229.5 
100.0% 
13.8% 

1978 

Moderate 
Distress 

$158.3 
32.1 Yo 

$128.9 
26.1 '10 

$52.9 
10.7% 

$69.9 
14.2% 

$53.6 
12.4% 

$30.1 
6.1 '/o 

$493.7 
100.0% 
29.8% 

Most 
Distressed 

$281.7 
$30.2% 

$226.9 
24.3% 

$184.7 
19.8% 

$1 14.3 
12.2% 

$81.0 
8.7% 

$45.3 
4.9% 

$933.9 
1 O0.O0/l 
56.4'/1 



ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-1 7 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS-TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1 979 

$463.3 
28.9% 

$421.4 
26.3% 

$316.1 
19.7% 

$188.1 
1 1.7% 

$1 18.0 
7.4% 

$95.3 
5.9% 

$1602.2 
100.0% 
100.0 O/O 

'Excludes Citywide 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$65.2 
33.5% 

$51 .O 
26.2% 

$23.6 
12.1 O/O 

$18.3 
9.4% 

$16.8 
8.6% 

$20.0 
10.2% 

$194.9 
100.0 O/O 

12.5% 

1979 

Moderate 
Distress 

$152.4 
31.7% 

$1 29.2 
26.9% 

$77.7 
1 6.2 '/o 

$55.4 
11.5% 

$40.1 
8.3% 

$26.3 
5.5% 

$481.1 
1 00.0 O/O 

30.7% 

Most 
Distressed 

$234.8 
26.4% 

$236.4 
26.6% 

$201.4 
22.7% 

$111.8 
12.6% 

$57.3 
6.4% 

$46.9 
5.3% 

$888.6 
100.0% 
56.8 '/o 



I 

ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Publla Sewloor 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-1 7 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$469.3 
28.2% 

$500.7 
30.1 % 

$284.8 
17.1 Yo 

$197.8 
11.9% 

$128.3 
7.7% 

$83.9 
5.0% 

$1664.8 
100.0% 
100.0% 

ixcludes City-wide 

TRACT DISTRESS 

1980 

Least 
Distressed 

$56.4 
30.7 % 

$54.8 
$29.7% 

$18.6 
10.1 % 

$16.8 
9.1 Yo 

$22.7 
17.8% 

$14.9 
8.1 % 

$184.2 
100.0% 
11.3% 

Moderate 
Distress 

$149.0 
31.4Oh 

$145.1 
30.6% 

$61.5 
13.0% 

$55.7 
11.4% 

$39.1 
8.2% 

$24.4 
5.1 % 

$474.8 
100.0% 
29.2% 

Most 
Distressed 

$247.8 
25.7% 

$290.3 
30.1% 

$1 95.8 
20.3% 

$122.7 
12.7% 

$65.2 
6.8% 

$43.7 
4.5% 

$965.5 
1 00.0 Y o  
59.4% 



ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Perent 

- 
Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-18 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 
~- 

1978-1980 

$1459.0 
29.4% 

1346.8 
27.1 % 

$864.9 
17.4% 

$605.8 
12.2% 

$415.6 
8.4% 

$2718 
5.5% 

$4963.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

' Excludes City-wide 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFiT 

1978-1980 
Low and 
Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$797.1 
26.7% 

$81 3.9 
27.3% 

$608.4 
20.4 % 

$406.6 
13.6% 

$223.8 
7.5% 

$1 33.8 
4.5% 

Non-Low and 
Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$646.6- 
33.4% 

$525.3 
27.1 Yo 

$248.2 
12.8% 

$197.6 
10.2% 

$184.7 
9.5% 

$136.4 
7.0% 

$1938.8 $2983.6 
100.0% 
39.4% 

lOO.O~/O 
60.6% 



AN II 

~~ 

~ 1 

TABLE A-ll=18 

4L AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRmM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Wousing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

AND BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$526.3 
31 .O% 

$422.6 
24.9% 

$263.9 
15.6% 

$219.9 
13.0% 

$1 70.3 
10.0% 

$92.8 
5.5% 

$1695.8 
1 00.0 Y o  
100.0% 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFIT 

Low and 
Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$273.9 
28.0% 

$247.3 
25.3% 

$184.9 
18.9% 

$1 37.9 
14.1 '/o 

$89.9 
9.2% 

$43.9 
4.5% 

$977.8 
100.0% 
58.2% 

1978 
Non-Low and 

Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$246.2 
35.0% 

$1 75.2 
24.9% 

$77.5 
11 .O% 

$80.6 
11.5% 

$75.2 
10.7% 

$48.8 
6.9% 

$703.5 
100.0% 
41.8% 

I Excludes City-wide 



TABLE A-11-18 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUND§ 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

AND BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$463.3 
28.9% 

$421.4 
26.3% 

$316.1 
19.7% 

$188.8 
11.7% 

$1 18.0 
7.4% 

$95.3 
5.9% 

$1602.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Lxcludes Citywide 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFIT 

1979 
Low and 
Moderate 
income 
Benefit 

$255.7 
26.1 '/o 

$259.2 
26.4% 

$225.9 
23.0% 

$1 31.7 
1 3.4 '/o 

$61.0 
6.2% 

$47.0 
4.8% 

Non-Low and 
Moderate 
income 
Benefit 

$204.0 
33.4% 

$161.6 ' 

26.5 '10 

$87.1 
14.3 '/o 

$56.3 
9.2% 

$54.7 
9.0% 

$47.3 
7.7% 

$980.5 $61 1 .O 
100.0% 

61.6% 38.4% 
100 .o "/r, 

I /  



ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
PWkS 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-18 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$469.3 
28.2% 

$500.7 
30.1 %o 

$284.8 
17.1% 

$197.8 
11.9% 

$128.3 
7.7% 

$83.9 
5.0% 

$1664.8 
100.0% 
100.0% 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFIT 

1980 
Low and 
Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$267.5 
26.1 '10 

$307.5 
30.0% 

$197.6 
19.3% 

$137.9 
13.4 '/o 

$72.9 
7.1 Y o  

$42.9 
4.2% 

$1026.3 
1OO.OYI 
62.2% 

Non-Low and 
Moderate 
Income 
Benefit 

$196.4 - 
31.5% 

$188.5 
30.2% 

$83.6 
13.4 '/o 

$60.6 
9.7% 

$54.8 
8.8% 

$40.3 
6.5% 

$624.2 
100.0 U/" 
37.8% 

'Excludes Citywide 



L J 

TABLE A-11-19 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

N AT1 0 N AL 

1978-1980 

$1459.0 
29.4% 

$1346.8 
27.1 '10 

$864.9 
17.4% 

$605.8 
12.2% 

$41 5.6 
8.4% 

$271.8 
5.5% 

$4963.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 

0-20% 

$665.1 
32.8% 

$580.2 
28.6% 

$286.7 
14.1 '10 

$202.9 
10.0% 

$171.2 
8.4% 

$124.0 
6.1 ' /o 

$2030.1 
100.0% 
40.9% 

21-40°/o 

$142.9 
25.1 '10 

$156.9 
27.5'10 

$121.5 
21.3% 

$75.3 
13.2'10 

$46.1 
8.1 '10 

$27.5 
4.8% 

$570.2 
1 00.0 010 

11.5% 

1978-1980 

41-60°/o 

$131.7 
28.2% 

$129.1 
27.7 '10 

$88.6 
1 9.0 O/O 

$58.2 
12.5% 

$37.5 
8.0% 

$21.8 
4.7% 

$466.9 
100.00'0 

9.4% 

61-80°/0 

$125.9 
27.4% 

$133.1 . 
29.0% 

$74.0 
16.1 O/O 

$61.2 
13.3% 

$41.7 
9.1 010 

$23.4 
5.1 '10 

$459.3 
100.0% 

9.3% 

81 + Yo 

$313.5 
25.5'10 

$336.8 
27.4% 

$238.8 
19.4 '10 

$197.4 
16.0% 

$85.2 
6.9% 

$59.1 
4.8% 

$1230.8 
1 00.0 O/O 

24.8 O b 

Puerto 
Rico 

$79.9 
38.7 '10 

$10.7 
5.2% 

$55.3 
26.8% 

$10.8 
5.2% 

$33.9 
16.4% 

$16.0 
7 .? '10 

$206.6 
loo.oo~o 

4.2'10 

' Excludes City-wide 



ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-11-19 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 
~ ~~ ~ 

1978 

$526.3 
31 .O% 

$422.6 
24.9% 

$263.9 
15.6% 

$219.9 
13.0% 

$1 70.3 
10.0% 

$92.8 
5.5% 

$1695.8 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 

1978 

0*20°/0 

8248.2 
34.1 Y o  

$189.5 
26.0% 

$93.2 
12.8% 

$81.9 
11.2% 

$74.3 
1 0.2 O/O 

$41.8 
5.7% 

$728.9 
100.0% 
43.0% 

21-40% 

$51.6 
27.3'10 

$49.6 
26.2 '10 

$30.0 
15.9% 

$27.9 
14.8% 

$19.2 
10.2 O/O 

$10.8 
5.7% 

$189.1 
100.O"~n 
11.2% 

41-6O0/o 

$42.5 
27.5% 

$41.4 
26.8% 

$27.1 
17.6% 

$21.6 
14 .o '10 

$14.3 
9.3% 

$7.4 
4.8% 

$154.3 
100.0% 

9.1 O h  

61 -80% 

$42.5 
28.8 O/O 

$40.6 
27.5% 

$25.1 
17.0% 

$21.3 
14.4 '/o 

$12.3 
8.3% 

$5.9 
4.0% 

$147.7 
100.0 O/O 

8.7% 

81 + '/o 

$1 16.8 
28.2% 

$98.6 
23.8% 

$76.3 
18.4% 

$64.6 
15.6% 

$34.2 
8.3% 

$23.7 
5.7% 

$414.2 
1 OO.Oo/o 
24.4''o 

Puerto 
Rico 

$24.7 
40.1 '10 

$2.9 
4.7% 

$12.2 
19.8% 

$2.6 
4.2% 

$16.0 
26.0% 

$3.2 
5.2% 

$61.6 
100.0 *. 0 

3.60;o 

'Excludes Citywide 



TABLE A-11-19 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Housing Rehab 81 
Related Activities 

Amount 
Percent 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amwnt 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Petcent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$463.3 
28.9% 

$421.4 
26.3 % 

$316.1 
19.7% 

$188.1 
1 1.7% 

$1 18.0 
7.4% 

$95.3 
5.9% 

$1602.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TRACT PERCENT MINO'RITY 

1979 

0-200/0 

$201.1 
31.7% 

$184.8 
29.1 % 

$98.5 
15.5 O/o 

$59.0 
9.3% 

$48.8 
7.7% 

$43.1 
6.8% 

$635.3 
100.0% 
39.6% 

21 -40% 

$49.9 
25.2% 

$53.8 
27.2% 

$49.6 
25.1 Yo 

$22.9 
1 1.6% 

$14.4 
7.3% 

$7.4 
3.7% 

$198.0 
100.0% 

12.3% 

41-6Oo/o 

$49.1 
' 31.6% 

$40.2 
25.9% 

$33.9 
21.8% 

$17.2 
1 1.1 %o 

$8.7 
5.6 Yo 

$6.4 
4.1 Yo 

$155.5 
100.0% 

9.7 % 

6l-80% 

$40.3 
27.4% 

$39.9 
27.1 Yo 

$24.1 
16.4% 

$19.1 
13.0% 

$13.8 
9.4% 

$10.0 
6.8% 

$147.2 
ioo.w0 

9.2 Yo 

81 + O h  

$98.0 
24.5% 

$102.7 
25.6% 

$90.1 
22.5% 

$67.0 
16.7% 

$21 .o 
5.2% 

$21.6 
5.4% 

$400.4 
100.0% 
25.0% 

Puerto - 
Rico 

$24.9 
36.8% 

$1.9 
2.8% 

$19.9 
29.4% 

$2.9 
4.3% 

51 1.3 
16.7% 

$6.8 
10.0% 

$67.7 
100.0~/0 

4.2% 

'Excludes Citywide 



ACTIVITY GROUP' 

Publlc Works 
Amount 
Porcont 

Housing Rehab & 
Rolatd Activities 

Amount 
Porcent 

Acquisitionl 
Domolition 
~ Amount 

Pucont 

Public Senicor 
Amount 
P m n t  

Public Facilltios 
Amount 
Porcent 

Open Sprcor and 

Amount 
Percent , 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

P8rks 

Total 

TABLE A-11-19 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND CENSUS TRACT PERCENT 'MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

5469.3 
28.2% 

5500.7 
30.1 % 

5284.8 
17.1% 

5197.8 
11.9% 

$128.3 
7.7% 

$83.9 
5.0% 

$1664.8 
100.0% 
100.00/0 

TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 

1980 

0-20% 

5215.8 
32.4% 

5205.8 
30.9% 

$95.1 
1 4.3 % 

562.0 
9.3% 

548.1 
7.2% 

539.1 
5.9% 

$665.9 
100 0% 
40.0% 

21-40% 

$41.5 
22.7% 

$53.4 ~ 

29.2%- 

$41.8 
22.8% 

$24.5 
13.4 O h  

$12.5 
6.8% 

$9.4 
5.1 Yo 

$183.1 
100.0% 

11 .O% 

41.60% 

540.1 
25.5% 

$47.5 
30.2% 

$27.6 
17.8% 

$19.4 
12.4% 

$14.4 
9.2% 

$8.1 
5.2% 

$157.1 
100.0% 

9.4% 

61.80% 

$43.0 
26.2 % 

552.6 
32.0% 

$24.8 
15.1% 

520.8 
1 2.7 '!lo 

515.6 
9.5% 

$7.5 
4.6% 

$164.3 
100.0% 

9.9% 

81 + Yo 

598.6 
23.7% 

$135.5 
32.5% 

572.3 
.17.3% 

565.8 
15.8% 

$31 .O 
7.4% 

$13.8 
3.3% 

$417.0 
100.0% 
25. 1'10 

Puerto 
Rico 

$30.3 
39.2% 

$5.9 
7.6% 

523.2 
30.0% 

55.3 
6.9% 

$6.7 
8.7% 

56.0 
7.8% 

$77.4 
1 00 .o Yo 

4.7% 

'Excludes Citywide 



ACTIVITY 

Public Work8 
Amount 
Porcent 

Housing Rehab & 
Related ACtlVltie8 

Amount 
Pucent 

Acqul8ltionl 
Demolition 

Amount 
Pomnt 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces and 
Parks 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Totat 

TABLE A=ll=20 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS 
BUDGETED BY ACTIVITY GROUP 

AND PURPOSE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1880 

$556.2 
25.6% 

$717.5 
33.1 ?Lo 

5356.0 
16.4 Yo 

$220.0 
10.1 % 

5147.2 
6.8% 

$87.0 
4.2% 

$2068.2 
100.0% 
1 00.0 Yo 

PURPOSE 

1980 
Conserve/ 

Expand 
Housing 
Stock 

$8.6 
0.9% 

$661.3 
68.4% 

$156.1 
16.1 % 

$24.2 
2.5% 

$31.4 
3.2% 

$85.0 
8.8% 

$966.6 
100.0% 
4 4 . a ~ ~  

Economic 
Dowlopnwnt 

$120.5 
81.4% 

$22.1 
11.3% 

$48.6 
24.8% 

53.5 
1.8% 

$1.3 
0.7% 

$0.3 
0.2% 

$196.3 
100.0% 

9.1 Yo 

aon. Public 
Improvo & 
aeNlC.8 

$157.5 
55.9% 

$7.1 
2.5% 

$67.9 
24.1 Yo 

$7.9 
2.8% 

$14.8 
5.3% 

$26.5 
9.4% 

$281.7 
100.0% 
13.0% 

N~lahbor- 
hoodcolb 
unrtlon 

$262.8 
51.7% 

$15.8 
3.1 9'0 

$77.0 
15.1% 

$37.7 
7.4% 

557.5 
11.3% 

557.8 
11.4% 

$508.6 
100.0% 
23.5% 

h V l d 0 n  Of 
Socld 

smlce8 

56.8 
3.2% 

$11.2 
5.2% 

$6.4 
3.0% 

$146.7 
68.0% 

$42.2 
19.6% 

$2.3 
1.1 % 

$21 5.6 
100.0% 

9.9% 



f 

TABLE A-11-21 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO BENEFIT 
LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BENEFIT TYPE' 

Low and Modrrato 
Incomo 

Amounl 
-1 

NomLow and 
Modorrto Incomo 

Amount 
PUCUlt 

Amount 
Column Porcont 
RowPucenl 

Total 

107840 

$2983.7 
60.6% 

$1938.7 
%.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

BY YEAR' 
(Dollars in Millions) 

YEAR 

1978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

s 703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
34.2% 

ian 

s000.4 
61.6% 

$011.1 
38.4'/0 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
32.3% 

im 

$1025.5 
W% 

$824.2 
378% 

$1649.7 
100.0~/0 
33.5Ya 

'In this and in subsequent tables, row figures may not total to national figures due to rounding or exclusion of 
missing data 

aExcluder citywide on thir and all Income Benefit tables. 
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TABLE A-11-22 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CENSUS REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE NATIONAL CENSUS REGiON 

1978-80 1978-80 

$2983.7 
60.0% 

$1 9S.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1 681.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

North North 
East Central South 

$730.7 $894.0 $804.0 
52.7% 61.1 % 69.8% 

Puerto 
Rico 

$92.3 
52.4% 

West 

82.1 % 
$462.7 

$657.0 
47.3% 

$568.2 
38.9% 

$347.8 
30.2% 

$282.0 
37.9% 

$83.7 
47.6% 

$176.0 
100.0% 

3.6% 

$1462.2 $1387.7 
100.0% 100.0% 
28.2% 29.7% 

$1151.8 
100.0% 
23.4% 

$744.7 
100.0% 
15.1 Yo 

1978 
Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

$254.1 
48.9% 

$259.5 
58.3% 

$277.4 
67.6% 

$1 62.4 
63.2% 

$24.3 
49.9% 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

$265.9 
51.1% 

$185.6 
41.7% 

$132.9 
32.4 % 

$94.5 
36.8% 

$24.4 
50.1 Yo 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

$520.0 
100.0% 
30.9% 

$445.1 
100.0% 
26.5% 

$410.3 
100.0% 
24.4% 

$256.9 
100.0% 

1 5.3 '/o 

$48.7 
100.0% 

2.9% 



TABLE A-11.22 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CENSUS REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percont 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
-Perwnt 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.4 
61.6% 

$611.1 
38.4% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1980 

$1 025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CENSUS REGION 

North 
East 

$232.1 
54.7% 

$191.9 
45.2% 

$424.1 
100.0% 
26.6% 

$244.5 
55.1 Yo 

$199.1 
44.9% 

$443.6 
100.0% 
26.9% 

North 
Central 

$274.8 
60.3% 

$180.7 
39.7% 

$455.5 
1 OO.Q% 
28.6% 

$359.7 
64.0% 

$201.9 
36.0% 

$561.6 
100.0% 
34 .o '/o 

1979 

South 
$289.7 

71.1 Yo 

$1 18.0 
28.9% 

$407.7 
100.0% 
25.6% 

1980 

$236.8 
71.0% 

$96.9 
29.0% 

$333.7 
100.0% 
20.2 % 

West 
$1 52.3 

62.3% 

$92.0 
37.7% 

$244.3 
100.0% 
15.3% 

$148.0 
60.8% 

$95.3 
39.2% 

$243.3 
100.0% 
14.7 % 

Puerto 
Rim 

$31.5 
52.5% 

28.5 
47.5% 

$60.0 
100.0% 

3.8% 

$36.6 
54.2% 

$30.9 
45.8% 

$67.5 
100.0% 

4.1 '/a 



TABLE A-11-23 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1978-80 

$2983.7 
60.6% 

M 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 , 

100.0% 
100.0% 

1978 

$977.8 
58.1 Yo 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

BY CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY TYPE 

1978-80 
Central 

$2832.1 
64.3 '/o 

$1569.8 
35.7% 

$4401.9 
1 00.0 Yo 
89.4% 

$923.4 
61.3% 

$583.5 
38.7% 

$1506.9 
100.0% 
89.6% 

Suburban 

$151.6 
29.1 Yo 

$368.9 
70.9% 

$520.5 
100.0% 
10.6% 

1978 

$54.4 
31.2% 

$1 19.9 
68.8% 

$174.3 
100.0% 
10.4 Yo 
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TABLE A=CI=23 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

NomLow and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.3 
61.6% 

$611.1 
38.4 yo 

$1591.4 
1001.0% 
100.0% 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.9% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY TYPE 

Central 

$932.5 
65.6% 

$488.3 
34.4 Yo 

$1420.8 
100.0% 
89.3% 

1979 

1980 

$976.2 
66.2% 

$498.0 
33.7% 

$1474.2 
100.0% 
89.4 yo 

Suburban 

$47.8 
28.0% 

$122.8 
72.0% 

$1 70.6 
100.0% 
10.7% 

$49.3 
28.9% 

$126.2 
71.9% 

$175.5 
100.0% 
10.6% 
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TABLE A-11-24 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
. Percont 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

197840 

52983.7 
60.6O/o 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
100.0 Y o  

~ 
~~ 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$540.4 
51.1 Yo 

$516.7 
48.9% 

$1 057.1 
100.0% 
21.50/0 

$182.3 
50.6% 

$1 77.7 
49.4 '/o 

$360.0 
100.0~/0 
21.4% 

1978.80 

Moderate 
Distress 
$561.1 

57.5% 

$41 5.3 
42.5% 

$976.4 
100.0% 
19.8% 

1978 

31 1d4.0 
55.7 '/o 

$146.2 
44.3% 

$330.2 
100.0% 
19.6% 

Most 
Distressed 
$1882.2 

65.2 O/o 

$1006.7 
34.9% 

$2888.9 
100.0% 
58.7% 

$61 1.5 
61.7% 

$379.5 
38.3% 

$991 .b 

100.0% 
58.9% 



TABLE A-11-24 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUbGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TAACTS 

BY CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non.Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.4 
61.6% 

$61 1.1 
38.4% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0 Y o  

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$185.5 
52.6% 

$167.1 
47.4% 

$352.6 
100.0 ?A0 

22.2% 

$1 72.6 
50.1 O/O 

$171.9 
49.9% 

$344.5 
1 00.0 O/O 

20.9% 

1979 

Moderate 
Distress 
$180.1 

57.2% 

$1 34.6 
42.8% 

$314.7 
100.0% 
19.8% 

1980 

$197.0 
59.4% 

$134.5 
40.6% 

$331.5 
100.0% 
20.1 Yo 

Most 
Distressed 

$614.8 
66.5% 

$309.5 
33.5% 

$924.3 
100.0% ' 

58.1 '/o 

$655.9 
67.4% 

$317.8 
3 2 6  Yo 

$973.7 
100.0% 
59.0% 

W co 



TABLE A-11-25 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percont 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Porcent 

NATIONAL 

1978-80 

$2983.6 
60.6% 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0 Yo 

1978 

5977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

BY GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

GRANT SIZE 

197880 
- 

s2,000,000. u,ooo,ooo- ~~0,o0o,00( To $l,OOO,Ooo $1 ,ooo,OOo. 

13.6% 43.3% 

$1,999,999 $3,999,999 $9,999,999 
$505.7 $557.4 $1672.0 $24.8 $223.7 

57.8% 64.7% 67.20, 

$157.0 
86.4% 

$181.8 
100.0% 

3.7% 

$13.3 
19.8 Yo 

$54.0 
80.2% 

$293.0 
56.7% 

$516.7 
100.0% 
11.7% 

$73.1 
39.2% 

$113.4 
60.8% 

$369.5 ' 

42.2% 

$875.2 
100.0% 
17.8% 

1978 

$128.8 
60.2% 

$85.2 
39.8% 

$304.7 
35.3% 

$814.6 
32.8% 

/ 

$86 21 $2486.6 
100.0% 100.0% 
17.5% 50.5% 

$215.7 
60.5% 

$141.0 
39.5% 

$546.9 
63.8% 

$309.8 
36.2% 

$214.0 $356.7 $856.7 $67.3 $186.5 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

27.8% 11.1% 12.7% 21.2% 51.0% 



TABLE A-11-25 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Columun Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderate 
income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.4 
61.6% 

$611.1 
38.4% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

GRANT SIZE 

To $1 ,ooo,oM) 
$10.4 

16.0% 

$54.6 
84.0% 

$65.0 
100.0% 

4.1 % 

To $l,OOO,OOO 

$1 7.2 
19.3% 

$71.8 
80.7% 

$89.0 
100.0% 

5.4% 

$1 ,ooo,oO0- 
$1,999,999 

$64.3 
42.5% 

$87.1 
57.5% 

$151.4 
100.0% 

9.5% 

$1,000,000 
$1,999,999 

$81 .O 
47.7% 

$88.9 
52.3 '/o 

$169.9 
1 00.0% 
10.3% 

1979 

$2,000,000- 
$3,999,999 

$152.3 
57.7% 

$111.5 
42.3% 

$263.8 
100.0% 
16.6% 

1980 

$2,000,000 
53,999,999 

$163.0 
55.4% 

$"131.4 
44.6% 

$294.4 
100.0% 
17.8% 

$4,000,000. 
$9,999,999 

65.7 '/o 
$224.6 

$117.2 
34.3% 

341.8 
100.0% 
21.5% 

$4,000,000 
$9,999,999 

$1 79.4 
71.3% 

$72.1 
28.7% 

$251.5 
100.0% 
15.2% 

$10,000,080 

$528.7 
68.7% 

$240.7 
31.3% 

$769.4 
100.0% 
48.3% 

10,000,000 + 

69.2% 
$585.0 

$260.0 
30.8% 

$045.0 
100.0% 
51.2% 
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TABLE A-11-26 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

NomLow and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderato 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1878.80 

$2983.7 
60.6% 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1 978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

BY CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY SIZE 

To 100,OOO 

$565.7 
44.0% 

$719.2 
56.0% 

$1284.9 
100.0% 
26.1 % 

$1 78.2 
39.4% 

$247.0 
54.6% 

$452.2 
100.0 Yo 
26.9% 

100,OOO 
249,999 

$568.1 
59.6% 

$384.9 
40.4% 

$953.0 
100.0% 

19.3% 

$190.0 
59.2% 

$127.1 
40.0% 

$317.1 
100.0% 
18.8% 

1978-80 

250,000 
499,999 

$522.0 
73.4% 

$189.2 
26.4% 

$71 1.2 
100.0% 
14.5% 

1978 

$1 78.6 
72.1 Yo 

$68.9 
27.8% 

$247.5 
100.0% 
1 4.7 % 

500,000 1,o0o,000+ 
999,999 

$590.2 $737.7 
72.6% 63.6% 

$222.8 
27.4% 

$81 3.0 
100.0% 
16.5% 

$1 99.5 
71.7% 

$78.6 
28.3% 

$298.1 
100.0% 
16.5% 

$422.6 
36.4% 

$1 160.3 
100.0% 
23.6% 

$231.4 
56.0% 

$181.9 
44.0% 

$413.3 
100.0% 
24.6% 
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TABLE A4l.26 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.4 
61.6% 

$611.1 
38.4% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.801~ 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY SIZE 

1979 

100,000 250,000 500,000 1,000,000 + 
249,999 499,999 999,999 

To 100,000 

$195.5 $191.7 $166.9 $208.4 $21 7.8 
46.2% 58.4% 70.9% 74.7% 67.0% 

$227.6 $1 36.8 $68.6 $70.7 $107.4 
53.801~ 41.6% 29.1 Yo 25.3% 33.0% 

$423.1 $328.5 $235.5 $279.1 $325.2 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
26.6% 20.6% 14.8% 17.5% 20.4% 

1980 

$191.9 $186.4 $176.5 $1 82.3 $288.4 
44.0% 60.6% 77.3% 71.3% 68.4% 

$244.6 $121.0 $51.7 $73.5 $133.3 
56.0% 39.4% 22.7 '/o 28.7% 31.6% 

$436.5 $307.4 $228.2 $255.8 $421.7 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
26.5% 18.6 o/o 13.8% 15.5% 25.6% 



TABLE A-11-27 

ANNUAL A 
BENE 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

NomLow and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

tJD CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
:IT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1 978-1 980 

$2983.7 
60.6% 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 8 

1 978-1 980 

Decreaslng Stable Increasing 

$1717.3 
63.4% 

$992.6 
36.6% 

$2709.9 
100.0% 
55.1 Y o  

$551.4 
59.5% 

$376.1 
. 40.6% 

$607.9 
58.6% 

$429.3 
41.4% 

$1037.2 
100.0% 
21.1 Yo 

1978 

$21 7.8 
59.5% 

$148.5 
40.4 '/o 

$658.4 
56.0% 

$516.9 
44.0% 

$1 175.3 
100.0~/0 
23.9% 

$208.7 
55.1 Yo 

$178.9 
46.2% 

$927.5 $366.3 $387.6 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
55.2% 21.8% 23.1 



TABLE A-11-27 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT NATIONAL CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

1979 1979 

Decreasing Stable Increasing 
Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

$980.4 
I 61.6% 

11.1 
I 38.4% 

$1591.5 
.O% 

100.0% I 1980 

$551.1 
64.5% 

$202.1 
58.8% 

$227.3 
57.8% 

$303.7 
35.5% 

$141.4 
41.2% 

$166.0 
42.2 '/o 

$854.8 
100.0% 
53.7% 

$343.5 
100.0% 
21.6% 

$393.3 
100.0% 
24.7% 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

$61 4.9 
66.3 '/o 

$188.1 
57.4% 

$222.5 
56.4% 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

$312.7 
33.7% 

$139.4 
42.6% 

$172.0 
43.6% I 37.8% 

I 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

$927.6 
100.0% 
56.2% 

$327.5 
100.0% 
19.9% 

$394.5 
100.0% 
23.9% 

$1 649.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 



TABLE A-11.28 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

NomLow and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 
~~ 

1978-80 

$2983.7 
60.0% 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4922.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY i 

0-20% 

$1016.2 
51.6% 

$954.7 
48.4% 

$1970.9 
100.0% 
40.2% 

$329.6 
49.7% 

$333.7 
50.3% 

$663.3 
100.0% 
39.6% 

21.40% 

$1390.5 
66.2% 

$709.5 
37.8% 

$21 00.0 
100.0% 
42.9% 

$454.8 
62.1 Yo 

$277.7 
37.9% 

$732.3 
100.0% 
43.8% 

1978-80 

41-60% 

$387.7 
72.5 '/I 

$147.2 
27.5% 

$534.9 
100.0% 
10.9 % 

1978 

$134.1 
71.7% 

$53.0 
28.3% L1 

$187.1 
100.0% 
1 1.2% 

61 + Yo 
$95.3 
80.2% 

$23.6 
19.9% 

$1 18.9 
100.0% 

2.4% 

$34.6 
81.6% 

$7.8 
18.4% 

$42.4 
100.0% 

2.5% 

Puerto 
Rico 

$92.3 
52.4% 

$83.7 
47.6% 

$1 76.0 
100.0% 

3.6% 

$24.3 
49.9% 

$24.4 
50.1 Yo 

$48.7 
100.0% 
2.9% 



TABLE A-11.28 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.4 
61.6% 

$611.1 
38.4% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0 % 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

0.20% 

$335.1 
52.5% 

$303.7 
47.5% 

$638.8 
100.0% 
40.3% 

$351.6 
52.6% 

21-40% 

$441 .O 
67.9% 

$208.2 
32.1 % 

$649.2 
100.0% 
41.0% 

$495.0 
68.9% 

1979 

41-6Ooh 

$133.6 
70.7 '/o 

$55.3 
29.3% 

$188.9 
100.0 Yo 
11.9% 

1980 

$1 20.0 
75.5% 

61 + Yo 

$38.9 
80.7% 

$9.3 
19.3% 

$48.2 
100.0 Yo 

3.0% 

$21.7 
77.0% 

Puerto 
Rico 

$31.5 
52.5% 

$28.5 
47.5% 

$60.0 
100.0% 

3.8% 

$36.6 
54.2% 

$317.3 $223.7 $38.9 
31.1% 24.5% 47.4% 

$668.9 $718.7 $158.9 
100.0% 

43.8% 9.7% 
100.0% 100.0% 
40.7% 

$6.5 
23.0% 

$28.2 
100.0~/0 

1.7% 

$30.9 
45.8% 

$67.5 
100.0% 

4.1 % 



TABLE A-11-29 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY PURPOSE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 

PURPOSE 

Conserve/ 
Expand 
Housing 

Stock 

$383.7 
61.6% 

$239.3 
34.4% 

$623.0 
1 00.0 Y o  
37.8% 

Neighbor. 
hood Con- 
servation 

$273.1 
55.4% 

$220.1 
44.6% 

$493.2 
1 00.0 Yo 
29.9Oh 

~~ 

1980 

Gen. Public 
Improve- 
ments & 
Services 

$113.7 
56.6% 

$87.1 
44.4% 

$200.8 
1 00.0 Yo 

12.2% 

Economic Provision of 

Services Social Development 

$1 26.9 $90.4 
65.4 '/o 66.1 '10 

$67.1 $46.3 
36.4 ' /o 33.9% 

$194.0 $136.7 
100.0% 100.0% 
11.6% 8.3% 



TABLE A-11-30 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1978.1 980 

$2983.7 
60.6% 

$1938.7 
39.4% 

$4322.4 
1 00.0% 
100.0% 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

1978.1980 

Housing Acquisl. 
Rehab & tionl 

Public Related Demo1 i tion Public 
Works Activities Services 

$797.1 $81 3.9 $608.4 $406.6 
55.2% 60.7% 68.1 J/o 67.3 % 

$646.6 $525.3 $284.2 $197.6 
44.8% 39.3% 31.9°/0 32.7'10 

$1443.7 $1 339.2 $892.6 $604.2 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
29.3% 27.2% 18.1% 12.2% 

Public 
Facilities 

$223.8 
54.8% 

$184.7 
45.2 O h  

$408.5 
100.0 Yll 

8.3% 

Open 
Spaces 

and 
Parks 

$133.8 
49.5 '10 

$136.4 
50.5% 

$270.2 
100.0% 

5.5% 



TABLE A-11-30 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

NonLow and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1978 

$977.8 
58.2% 

$703.4 
41.8% 

$1681.2 
i 00.0% 
100.0% 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

1978 

Housing Acquisi- Open 
Rehab & tionl Spaces 

Public Related Demolition Public Public and 
Works Activities Services Facilities Parks 

$273.9 $247.3 $184.9 $137.9 $89.9 $43.9 
52.7'10 58.5% 70.5% 63.0% 54.5 '10 48.0% 

$246.2 $1 75.2 $77.5 $80.6 $75.2 $48.8 
47.3% 41.5% 29.5% 37.0% 45.5% 52.0 '10 

$520.1 $422.5 $262.4 $218.5 $165.1 $92.7 
100.0% 1 00.0 010 100.0% 1 00.0 010 100.00~0 100.0% 
30.9% 25.1 '10 15.6% 13.0% 9.8'10 5.5% 



TABLE A-11.30 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$980.4 
61.6% 

$811.1 
38.4% 

$1 591.5 
100.0~/0 
100.0% 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Public 
Works 

$255.7 
55.6% 

$204.0 
44.4% 

$459.77 
100.0% 
28.9% 

Housing Acquisi- 
Rehab & tionl 
Related Demolition 

Activities 

$259.2 $225.9 
61.6% 72.2% 

$161.6 $87.1 
30.4 '10 27.8% 

$420.8 $313.0 
100.0% 100.0 O/O 

26.4% 1 9.7 '/o 

1979 

Public 
S e ru i c e s 

$131.7 
70.0% 

$56.3 
30.0% 

$188.0 
100.0% 
1 1.8% 

Public 
Facilities 

$61 .O 
52.7% 

$54.7 
47.3% 

$1 15.7 
100.0% 

7.3% 

Open 
Spaces 

and 
Parks 

$47.0 
49.8% 

$47.3 
50.2% 

$94.3 
1 00 .o % 

5.9% 



BENEFIT TYPE 

Low and Moderate 
Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and 
Moderate Income 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-11-30 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
BENEFIT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 
~ 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2 Ol0  

$624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

ACTIVITY G-ROUP 

1980 

Housing Acquisi- Open 
Rehab & tionl Spaces 

Public Related Demolition Public Public and 
Works Activities Services Facilities Parks 

$267.5 $307.5 $197.6 $137.9 $72.9 $42.9 
56.7 '10 62.0°/o 70.3 ' / o  69.5 '10 57.1 0'0 51.6% 

$196.4 $188.5 $83.6 $60.6 $54.8 $40.3 
42.3% 38.0% 30.0% 30.5 '10 42.99'0 48.4 v0 

$463.9 $496.0 $281.2 $198.5 $127.7 $83.2 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0 %I 1 00.0 O10 100.00/0 100.0% 
28.0% 30.0% 17.0% 1 2.0°/0 7.7';o 5.0°/o 

! I  



t 

i /  
TABLE A-11-31 

CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY BUDGET LINES AND YEAR 

BUDGET LINES 

Acquisitlon 
Amount 
P m m t  

Dlsposltion 
Amount 
Percent 

Senlor Centen 
Amount 
Percont 

Amount 
Percont 

Amount 
Percent 

Parka, Playgrounds 

Handlcapped Centers 

Neighborhood Fecllities 
Amount 
Pomnt 

Solid Waste Disposal 
Amount 
Percent 

Flre Protectlon Faciilty 
Amount 
Percent 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Y,EAR 

1878 lSe0 Cumulatlvo 

$1 77.6 
9.0% 

$7.8 
0.4% 

$15.1 
0.8% 

$97.5 
4.9% 

$6.8 
0.3% 

$70.5 
3.6% 

$2.2 
0.1 Yo 

$164.0 
7.8% 

$9.3 
0.4 

$17.8 
0.8% 

$341.6 
8.4 ?La 

$17.0 
0.4% 

$32.7 
0.8% 

$87.0 $184.5 
4.2% 4.5% 

$9.8 
0.5 '?h 

$77.5 
3.7% 

$1.5 
0.1 Yo 

$16.6 
0.4% 

$147.9 
3.6% 

$3.7 
0.1 Yo 

$11.3 $11.4 $22.7 
0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

I 1  

i l  



BUDGET LINES 

Cioaranco Actlvltlor 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Public Services 

Interim Asslstance 
Amount 
Percent 

Comp. Urban Renewal 
Amount 
Percent 

Relocation 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Loss of Rental Income 

Asst. Private Utilities 

Percent 

Rehab. Pub. Res. Structures 

Amount 

Amount 
Peucent 

-i r --d I I - - - 

TABLE A4 1-31 (continued) 

CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY BUDGET LIf ES AND YEAR 
(Dollars in Millions) 

YEAR 

1970 

$64.0 
3.2% 

$1 87.3 
9.5% 

$25.1 
1.3% 

$38.2 
1.9% 

$73.0 
3.7% 

$0.5 
t 

$0.4 
t 

$1 32.5 
6.7% 

1080 

$65.5 
3.1 Yo 

$190.0 
0.1 Yo 

$29.9 
1.4% 

$34.1 
1.6% 

$67.3 
3.2% 

$2.9 
0.1 Yo 

$0.4 
t 

$89.9 
4.3% 

Cumulative 

$128.5 
3.2% 

$377.3 
9.3% 

$55.0 
1.4% 

$72.3 
1.8% 

$140.3 
3.4% 

$3.4 
0.1 % 

$0.8 
4 

$222.4 
5.5% 



TABLE A-11-31 (continued) 

CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY BUDGET LINES AND YEAR 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BUDGET LINES 

Parklng Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Public Utilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Street Improvements 
Amount 
Percent 

Water & Sewer Facilities 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

ARr! Y \ I k  

Percoiat 

FoundrtiondAir Sites 

Pedestrian Malls 

Flood & Drainage 

Pub. Fac. & Improvements 

YEAR 

1 @78 1980 Cumulative 

$10.3 
0.5% 

$7.6 
0.4% 

$259.9 
13.1% 

568.7 
3.5% 

- $0.1 

$12.8 
0.7% 

$35.4 
1.8 O/O 

$26.7 
1.4% 

$21.6 
1 .O% 

$5.8 
0.3% 

$289.8 
13.8% 

$73.5 
3.5% 

$0.2 

$12.5 
0.6% 

$22.7 
1.1% 

55.3 
0.3% 

$32.0 
0.8% 

$13.4 
0.3% 

$549.6 
13.5% 

$142.3 
3.5% 

$00.2 

$25.3 
0.6% 

$58.1 
1.4% 

$32.1 
0.8% 



~~ 

1 , 

TABLE A-ll-31 (continued) 

1 

BUDGET LINES 

Pub. Hous. Modemizatia 
Amount 
Percent 

Rehab Priv. Properties 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Historic Pres. 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Code Enforcement 

Acquisition: ED 

Pub. Fec. 6 Imp: ED 

Comm. Indus. Facility 

Loc. Dev. Corp. 

TOTAL 
Amount 
Percent 

Row Percent 

CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS.BUDGETED BY BUDGET LINES AND YEAR 

(Dollars in Millions) 

YEAR 

1980 Cwnulative 
1979 

$29.6 
$30.8 $60.5 

1.5% 1.5% 
1.5% 

. $578.8 $1,032.5 
$453.7 

27.6% 25.3% 
22.9% 

$50.2 $103.4 
$53.2 

2.4% 2.5% 
2.7% 

$14.3 $28.2 
$13.9 

0.7% 0.7% 
0.7% 

$1 1.6 $23.1 ' 
$11.5 

0.6% 0.6H 

1 .O% 1 .O% 

0.9% 0.9% 

3.3% 2.6% 

99.5% 99.5% 

51.4% 100.0% 

0.6% 

$20.2 $41.3 
$21.1 

1.1% 

$18.4 $35.7 
$17.2 

0.9% 

$69.3 $107.4 
$38.1 

1.9% 

$2,083.1 $4,052.7 
$1,969.6 

99.7% 

48.6% 



A-'111: CDBG PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

The data contained in this section detail the concrete results that have been 
generated from CDBG funding-in entitlement jurisdictions. This information 
is discussed in Chapter 4 of the report. The tables are organized by activity 
accomplishment groups in the following order: Rehabilitation (111-1 and 111- 
2);  Public Improvements (111-3 through 111-10); Acquisition and Clearance 
(111-1 1 - through 111-14) ; Public Services (111-16 and 111-17) ; and -Economic 
Development (111-18 and 111-19). For each activity-group the tables give 
national accomplishments and the accomplishments of communities with similiar 
characterics such as grant type; >city size, census regTon, and community 
dlstrass. Data are drawn from the 1980 CDBG Accomplishments Survey of 
Entitlement Communiti-eSl 

Variable IDe-finition : 

Grant Type - This refers to the types of entitlement grants recefved by 
local jurisdictions and is divided into three categories: 

--Entitlement Cities 
--Urban Counties 
--Hold Harmless Communities 

A - 1  04  
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TABLE A-111-1 

PROJECTED TOTAL UNITS REHABILITATED WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND POPULATION' 
STRUCTURE TYPE 

1-4 Unlt Structure 
Owner-Occupied 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

1.4 Unit Structure 
investor-Owned 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

5 +  Unit Stucturer 
Private1 y-Owned 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Public Housing 
Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Total Units 
Row Percent 

Other Structures 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

Row Percent 
1975-1979 

NATIONAL 

213,743 
225.7 

947 

8 503 
39.7 
214 

5,416 
52.6 
103 

2t415 
410.8 

67 

6,615 
65.2 
101 

261,692 
100.0 Yo 

10oa/o 

ource: For Tables 

GRANT TYPE 

Urban 
:ntitiement County 

151,224 25,370 
330.5 351.1 

458 72 

6,372 407 
46.0 45.3 
138 11 

4,304 86 
62.6 24.5 

69 4 

24,092 1,759 
542.8 335.0 

44 5 

5,571 342 
102.3 24.0 

56 14 

191,563 28,044 
73.3 '/o 10.7 '/o 

75 Y o  9 o/o 

Hold 
Harmless 

37,149 
89.1 
417 

1,644 
25.3 

65 

1,027 
33.4 

31 

1,564 
91.5 

17 

502 
16.3 

31 

4 1,886 
16.0 Ol0 

16% 

11-1 to A-111-19, Data compiled by Office; 

CITY SIZE 

100,000- 
To 100,OOO 249,999 

101,249 35,911 
141.9 306.4 

713 117 

4,401 1,519 
30.4 54.6 
145 28 

3,013 584 
42.7 40.2 

71 15 

9,823 2,690 
272.7 243.2 

36 11 

2,193 1,117 
31.0 101.0 

71 11 

120,679 41,821 
46.1 '10 16.0% 

36 '/o 1 6 '/a 

250,000- 
489,999 

44,432 
563.3 

79 

1,566 
57.3 

27 

233 
25.6 

9 

6,449 
712.3 

9 

315 
29.2 

11 

52,995 
20.3% 

1 9 % 

500,000. 
999,999 

25,473 
835.4 

30 

1,005 
81.2 

12 

182 
25.9. 

7 

8,310 
940.6 

9 

174 
49.2 

4 

35,144 
13.4% 

19% 

1 ,oO0,000 

6,678 
955.4 

7 

12 
7.0 

2 

1,405 
805.0 

2 

142 
81 .O 

2 

2,815 
536.7 

5 

1 1,052 
4.2% 

10% 

aluation. CPD. HUD from 1980 CDBG Accomplishments Survey 

For this and following Accomplishment Tables, category total may not equal national total due to weighting and rounding Row percents 
may not equal 100 due to rounding Figures are reported through September 30, 1979 

- 



STRUCTURE TYPE 

1-4 Unit Structure 
Owner-Occupied 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

1.4 Unit Structure 
Inveslor-Owned 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

5+ Unit Structures 
Privately-Owned 

Number of Units 
Mean 

Number of Grantees 

Public Housing 
Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Other Structures 
Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Total Units 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-111-2 

PROJECTED TOTAL UNITS REHABILITATED WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

REGION 

Least 
Distressed 

North 
East 

88,632 
31 7.5 

279 

4,526 
56.2 

81 

2,577 
49.6 

52 

1 1,382 
369.9 

31 

4,148 
115.9 

31 

11 1,265 
42.5% 

North 
Central 

58,452 
265.9 

220 

1,958 
53.7 

36 

1,971 
119.3 

17 

9,318 
1,063.4 

0 

241 
17.2 

14 

71,940 
27.5% 

South 

36,400 
119.5 

305 

630 
12.9 

49 

278 
23.3 

12 

3,243 
217.4 

15 

904 
29.0 

31 

41,455 
15.8% 

West 

30,006 
215.2 

139 

1,390 
28.6 

49 

590 
26.7 

22 

3,471 
282.7 

12 

1,322 
64.8 

20 

36,779 
14.1 '/o 

Puerto 
Rico 

253 
68.4 

4 

0 
0 .o 

0 

0 
0.0 

0 

0 
0.0 

0 

0 
0.0 

0 

253 - 

CITY DISTRESS 

56,662 
148.3 

382 

1,209 
16.1 

75 

380 
21.2 

18 

1,415 
71.4 

20 

1,631 
37.6 

43 

61,297 
23.7% 

Moderate 
Distress 

55,011 
201.1 

273 

2,514 
38.4 

65 

866 
28.0 

31 

10,197 
551.7 

18 

558 
24.0 

23 

69,146 
26.7% 

Most 
Distressed 

100,485 
374.1 

269 

4,536 
69.9 

65 

3,930 
77.7 

51 

15,306 
572.6 

27 

4,411 
141.5 

31 

128,668 
49.7% 
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ACTIVITY TYPE 

Streets Improved 
Numbor of Mller 
Mean 
Numbor of C3rmtoo.r 

, Curb8 and Gutter8 
b u i l t  or Improved 

Numbor of MIIer 
Mean 
Numbor of Orrntwa 

Strwt Trees Planted 
Number of freer 
Mean 
Numbor of Orantooa 

Bridges Built or 
Improved 

Number of Brldger 
Mean 
Number of Qrmteer 

Parking Spaces 
Added 

Number of Spacer 
Mean 
Number ot Grantee1 

Street Light8 
Installed 

Number of Lights 
Mean 
Number of Grantee! 

Percent m-1 -- 
1978-1979 
16w Percvmt 

TABLE A-111-4 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: PROJECTED STREET 
IMPROVEMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

REQION CITY DISTRESS 

North 
Eart 

1,475 
6.3 
233 

931 
4.3 
215 

150,475 
875.1 

172 

128 
3.2 
40 

18,916 
161.6 

117 

50,058 
547.7 

91 

North 
Contrd 

81 1 
4.4 
100 

587 
3.7 
158 

199,254 
1,785.0 

112 

180 
5.3 
34 

11,197 
146.3 

77 

27,927 
428.3 

65 

South 

2,698 
7.8 
345 

1,410 
4.9 
287 

24,127 
320.6 

75 

165 
2.6 
64 

14,957 
146.9 

102 

1 1,838 
116.1 

102 

Puerto 
WO8t Rlco 

934 265 
7.1 29.4 
132 9 

758 22 
6.0 4.0 
127 0 

21,970 810 
421.0 450.0 

52 2 

54 4 
2.3 1 .o 
23 4 

4,013 588 
127.0 167.5 

32 4 

12,311 607 
187.1 319.0 

66 2 

30% 22% 31 % 16% 1 O/O 

Lout 
Dlrtnrrod 

2,021 
5.0 
349 

1,180 
3.8 
309 

89,684 
581.1 

154 

215 
2.5 
85 

17,949 
130.9 

137 

13,619 
107.9 

126 

Moderato 
Dlrtn88 

2,185 
8.5 
257 

1,258 
5.5 
230 

90,859 
814.8 

112 

152 
4.5 
34 

12,198 
150.5 

81 

24,258 
295.2 

82 

Mort 
DktfO8Hd 

1,943 
7.1 
274 

1,245 
5.3 
238 

212,539 
1,558.8 

138 

164 
3.6 
45 

18,287 
179.7 

102 

64.554 
581.4 

111 

27 Yo 21 Y o  52% 



ACTIVITY TYPE 

Wuterllnes Laid 
or Replaced 

Number ol Miles 
Mean 
Number ol Grantees 

Snnltary Sewer Liner 
b i d  or Replaced 

Number 01 W e 8  

Number ol Grantees 
Mean 

Storm Sewor Llnor 
Lnld or Replaced 

Number ol Mlles 
Mean 
Number ol Grantees 

Percent Total 
Funds Enpended 

Row Percent 
1975-1979 

TABLE A-111-5 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: PROJECTED WATER AND 
SEWER FACILITIES ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 

NATIONAL 

1,693 
3.3 

519 

1,352 
2.5 
536 

1,138 
1.7 

65 1 

1 00 ,?:a 

GRANT TYPE CITY SIZE 

Urban 
intltloment County 

728 419 
3.2 7.6 
224 55 

758 177 
3.2 3.7 
24 1 48 

553 23 1 
2.0 3.6 

283 64 

75 O/U 9 "/n 

Hold 
Harmless 

546 
2 3  
239 

417 
1.7 

248 

354 
1 2  

304 

1 6 ''10 

To1oo,oO0 1oo,oO0- 
249.999 

886 232 
2.3 4 .1  
391 56 

r 

799 213 
2.0 3.6 

400 60 

632 172 
1.3 2 1  

483 84 

36 '10 1 6 '10 

250,000- 500,0oO- 
499,999 999,999 

428 121 
8.6 9.5 
50 13 

254 63 
4.7 3.9 
54 16 

270 43 
4.3 2.4 
63 16 

1 9 OIo 19% 

l,o0o,oO0+ 

27 
3.0 

9 

23 
3.2 

7 

21 
5.6 

4 

10 O/O 



ACTIVITY TYPE 

Waterlines 
Laid or Replaced 

Number of Miles 
Mean 
Number of Grantwc 

Sanltary Sewer Llnor 
b i d  or Replaced 

Number of Mlba 
Mean 
Numbor of Grurtwc 

Storm Sewer Liner 
b i d  or Replaced 

Number of Mlles 
Mean 
Numbor of Grantmi 

Pofcont fQtd 
Funds Expondad 

1975-1979 
RQW Pomont 

d 

TABLE A-111-6 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: PROJECTED WATER AND 
SEWER FACILITIES ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

REGION CITY DISTRESS 

North 
East 

317 
2.5 
128 

223 
1.8 
122 

254 
1.7 
153 

North 
Contra1 

219 
2.0 
109 

257 
2.4 
108 

257 
1.8 
144 

South 

728 
3.6 
204 

698 
3.2 
220 

466 
1.8 

254 

west 

407 
5.7 
71 

156 
1.9 
81 

150 
1.6 
92 

Puerto 
Rlco 

21 
2.9 

7 

18 
3.3 

5 

10 
1.3 

7 

31% 16 '/a 1 ./. 30% 22% 

Least 
Distressed 

779 
3.9 
198 

467 
2.2 
212 

401 
1.8 

272 

27% 

Moderate 
Distress 

477 
3.1 
155 

440 
2.9 
152 

323 
1 .7 
191 

21 V# 

Most 
Distressed 

413 
2.7 
155 

438 
2.7 
164 

328 
1.8 
179 

52% 

N 
rl 
rl 



ACTIVITY TYPE 

Nelghbohod Tot-Lot8 
Playground8 and P u b  
Bullt or Improved 

Numbor of Unllr 
Mean 
Number of Orantoo8 

Recreatlon Centen 
Bullt or Improved 

Number of Centor8 
Mean 
Number of Oranteor 

Cltywldo Plrylleldr 
and Parks 
Bullt or Improved 

Number of Acre8 
Mean 
Number of Grantee8 

Bike Path8 
Bullt or Improved 

Numbor of Mile8 
Mean 
Numbor of Grantees 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 
1975-1978 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-111-7 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS PROJECTED PARKS, PLAYGROUNDS 
AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 

NATIONAL 

6,802 
8.1 
84 1 

1,070 
2.7 
404 

20,598 
48.1 
428 

243 
2.5 
98 

100 

GRANT TYPE CITY SUE 

:ntltlement 

4.733 
11.4 
416 

679 
3.1 
216 

13,054 
63.8 
205 

144 
2.7 
54 

75% 

Urban 
County 

952 
12.8 
74 

171 
3.6 
48 

2,886 
81.9 
35 

47 
3.0 
16 

0 Yo 

Hold 
H m b 8 8  

1,118 
3.2 
350 

220 
1.6 
140 

4,659 
24.8 
188 

52 
1.9 
27 

16% 

To l00,OOO 

2,470 
4.0 
616 

454 
1.8 

254 

10,021 
30.4 
330 

129 
2.5 
98 

30% 

100,000. 
249,899 

1.883 
17.4 
108 

164 
2.7 
60 

1,074 
25.2 
43 

12 
1.3 
9 

22% 

250,00& 
489,899 

131 3 
17.5 

75 

328 
5.2 
63 

3,786 
101.3 
37 

29 
1.4 
20 

31% 

820 
28.5 
32 

64 
3.6 
18 

2,635 
248.8 

11 

61 
7 .O 
9 

16% 

216 
24.0 

0 

59 
0.6 

0 

3,073 
424.3 

7 

12 
6.7 
2 

19 



- 3 K  - 

TABLE A-111-8 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: PROJECTED PARKS. PLAYGROUNDS 
AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

ACTIVITY TYPE 

N~lghbohood Tot-Lots 
Playground8 and P8rkr 
Bullt or Improved 

Numbor of Unite 
Main 
Numhr of Orantoom 

Rocnatlon Center, 
Bullt or Improved 

Numbor of Contoro 
Mom 
Numbor of Qrantoos 

Clty-wldo Plryfhldr 

Bullt or Improvod 
Numbor of Acrw 
Mean 
Numbor of Qr8ntoer 

and P8rlts 

Blke Paths 
Bullt or Improved 

Number of Miles 
Mean 
Number ot Grmtee8 

Percent Total 
Fund8 Expended 

1975-1979 
Row Porcent 

REQION 

North 
East 

1,858 
8.9 
240 

285 
2.7 
107 

4,235 
33.9 
125 

18 
1 .o 
18 

30% 

North 
Contra1 

1,528 
7.9 
193 

139 
1.9 
72 

6,174 
66.5 

93 

102 
4.1 
25 

South 

2,468 
8.8 
280 

350 
2.3 
152 

5,856 
36.8 
159 

55 
2 0  
27 

Puerto 
Wost Rlco 

1,059 91 
8.6 16.8 
123 5 

276 21 
3.8 11.0 
72 2 

4,302 33 
90.9 8.9 

47 4 

68 0 
2.5 0.0 
28 0 

22%. 31% 16% 1 % 

LO88t 
Dlatromsod 

3,096 
9.1 
341 

445 
2.6 
173 

10,498 
63.6 
165 

149 
2.8 
53 

27 yo 

ModOr8tO 
Dlstmrr 

1,406 
5.9 
240 

228 
2.0 
112 

2,378 
22.5 
106 

32 
1.6 
20 

21 'A 

M08t 
Dktrorud 

2,263 
9.5 
242 

390 
3.4 
113 

7,592 
50.0 
152 

61 
2.6 
23 

52% 

CITY DISTRESS 



ACTIVITY TYPE NATIONAL 

Senlor Centera 
Bullt or Improved 

Number of Centera 
Me8n 
Number of Grantee, 

Handicapped Facllltler 
Bullt or Improved 

Number of Facllltler 
Menn 
Numbor of Qranteea 

Nelghbohood Facllltlea 
Bullt or Improved 

Number of Facllltlea 
Mean 
Number ol Qranteea 

Porcent Total 
funds Expended 

Row Percent 
1975-1979 

GRANT TYPE 

Enlltlement County Harmless 
Urban Hold 

TABLE A-111-9 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: PROJECTED OTHER 
CDBG ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 
I 

705 
1.7 

406 

2,254 
9.6 
234 

1,132 
3.0 

379 

100 O/O 

355 199 150 

194 66 147 
1.8 3.0 1 .o 

1,458 181 615 
11.6 3.9 10.0 
126 46 62 

737 24 1 154 
3.6 4.0 1.3 

202 60 116 

75% 9 % 1 6 O/O 

CITY SIZE 

To 100,OOO 

310 
1.2 

267 

1,573 
10.5 
149 

434 
1.9 

232 

36 Yo 

1O0,OoO- 250,000- 
249,999 499.999 

83 200 
1.5 3.7 
55 54 

105 475 
2.9 16.7 
36 29 

140 282 
2.5 4.8 
55 59 

1 6 % 19% 

500,nw 
999,999 1,OOO,OOO + 

65 40 
3.0 5.3 
21 9 

46 56 
3.6 7.7 
13 7 

225 51 
9.6 5.6 
23 9 

19% 10% 



ACTIVITY TYPE 

Sonlor Centers 
Bull1 or Improved 

Number ot Contors 
Moan 
Numbor of C3rurtemr 

%andlcappod Facllltlos 

Number of Facllltlor 
Moan 
Nu-r of Grantems 

Bullt or Improved 

Nolghborhood Facllltlos 
Bull1 or Improved 

Numbor ol F.cllltlor 
Mean 
Numbor of Orantoor 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 
1975-1 979 
Row Porcent 

TABLE A-Ill-10 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS: PROJECTED 
OTHER CDBG ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

REGION 

North North 
E u t  Central South West 

218 147 
1.9 1.4 
112 lQ4 

326 
4.2 
78 

373 
2.8 

4 32 

214 
4.3 
50 

125 
2.3 
54 

30 YO 22 Yo 

130 
1.3 
97 

770 
14.8 
52 

287 
2.4 
118 

3i Yo 

205 
2.3 
88 

944 
17.5 

54 

335 
4.8 
69 

1 6 

CITY DISTRESS 

Most PU.rt0 bast  Moderato 
RkO Dls tressad Dlrtrou Dlstrossu 

4 31 4 
1 .o 1.7 
4 182 

0 
0.0 

0 

12 
2.4 
5 

662 
6.0 
110 

339 
2.3 
165 

49 232 
1.3 . 2.3 
13 102 

740 
13.5 
55 

251 
2.7 
94 

850 
12.7 
67 

472 
4.4 
107 

1 Yo 27 O h  21 Yo 52 Yo 

ul 
rl 
rl 



TABLE A-111-1 1 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF STRUCTURES DEMOLISHED WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 

STRUCTURE TYPE 

Single Family 
(1.4 Units) 

Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Multi-Family 
(5+ Units) 

Mean 
Number of Structures 

Number of Grantees 

Commercial 
Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Industrial 
Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Other Structures 
. Number of Structures 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Total Structures 
Row Percent 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

Row Percent 
1975-1 979 

NATIONAL 

59,078 
93.4 
633 

2,805 
15.1 
186 

3,971 
10.5 
379 

235 
3.7 
64 

2,935 
15.7 
187 

69,024 
1 OO.O',b 

1 00 % 

GRANT TYPE CITY SIZE 

Urban 
ntitlement County 

46,465 
149.9 

31 0 

2,567 
19.4 . 
133 

3,242 
15.5 
210 

191 
5.2 
37 

2,238 
22.1 
101 

54,703 
79.3..6 

75 '/o 

2,677 
60.5 

44 

9 
1.7 

5 

35 
2.5 
14 

7 
2.0 

4 

44 
3.1 
14 

2,772 
4.0% 

9 O/O 

Hold 
Harmless 

9,936 
35.7 
279 

229 
4.8 
48 

694 
4.5 
156 

38 
1.6 
24 

653 
9.1 
72 

1 1,550 
16.7 '/o 

1 6 O/O 

To 100,000 

20,395 
44.3 
461 

81 7 
7.2 
114 

1,839 
6.7 
275 - 

88 
2.2 
41 

1,207 
9.8 
123 

24,346 
35.3% 

36 '/o 

100,000- 
249,999 

14,356 
163.6 

88 

443 
10.8 

41 

739 
13.2 

56 

8 
1 .o 

8 

445 
13.2 

34 

15,991 
23.2% 

16% 

250,000- 
499,999 

14,444 
286.5 

50 

216 
14.8 

15 

487 
20.6 

24 

22 
4.1 

5 

478 
33.2 

14 

15,647 
22.7% 

19% 

500,000- 
999,999 

7,563 
281.3 

27 

351 
33.0 

11 

582 
30.0 

19 

53 
7.5 

7 

261 
20.9 

12 

8,810 
12.8% 

19% 

1,000,000 + 

2,320 
331.9 

7 

979 
186.8 

5 

325 
61.9 

5 

65 
18.5 

3 

544 
156.0 

3 

4,233 
6.1 Yo 

10% 



STRUCTURE TYPE 

Single Family 
(1-4 Units) 

Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Multi-Family 
(5+ Units) 

Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Commercial 
Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Industrial 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Structures 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Total Structures 
Row Percent 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

Row Percent 

Other Structures 

19751979 

I I 

TABLE A-111-12 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF STRUCTURES DEMOLISHED 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

North 
East 

12,621 
76.0 
166 

885 
11.7 

76 

876 
9.1 
95 

106 
3.5 
31 

320 
5.9 
54 

14,808 
21.5% 

30 yo 

REGION CITY DISTRESS 

North 
Central 

18,610 
110.5 

168 

1,155 
25.2 

46 

1,485 
14.1 
105 

88 
5.4 
16 

1,526 
34.5 

44 

22,864 
33.1 '/o 

22 Yo 

South 

23,773 
103.3 

230 

499 
10.0 

50 

1,293 
10.0 
130 

29 
2.8 
10 

987 
15.2 

65 

26,581 
38.5% 

31 yo 

West 

4,051 
63.0 

64 

266 
18.5 

14 

31 5 
6.9 
46 

13 
1.7 

7 

101 
4.2 
24 

4,746 
6.9% 

16% 

Puerto 
Rlco 

22 
5.9 

4 

0 
0.0 

0 

2 
1 .o 

2 

0 
0.0 

0 

0 
0.0 

0 

24 - 

1 O!O 

Least 
Dlstre8sod 

17,261 
78.5 
220 

432 
8.1 
53 

1,044 
8.4 
1 24 

27 
3.6 

7 

865 
13.3 

65 

19,629 
28.5% 

27% 

Moderate 
DiStre88 

18,196 
94.7 
192 

409 
7.3 
56 

1,162 
10.8 
108 

18 
1.3 
14 

490 
10.0 

49 

20,275 
29.5% 

21 Yo 

Most 
Di8tressed 

23,428 
113.4 

207 

1,957 
27.6 

71 

1,750' 
12.2 
143 

191 
4.5 
43 

1.580 
21.6 

73 

28,906 
42.0% 

52% 



UNIT TYPE 

Ldts In Single 
Family Structures 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Units In Multi- 
Famlly Structures 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Units in Other 
Structures 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Total Units 
Row Percent 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

Row Percent 
1975.1 979 

TABLE A=lll=13 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS DEMOLISHED 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 

NATIONAL 

66,802 
108.3 

61 7 

19,012 
93.2 
204 

3,130 
26.2 
119 

08,944 
100.0~/0 

100% 

GRANT TYPE 

Sntitlemeni 

53,332 
177.3 

301 

18,039 
122.3 

148 

2,571 
36.0, 

71 

73,942 
83.1 O/o 

7 5 '/o 

Urban 
County 

2,929 
63.7 

46 

70 
20.0 

4 

39 
4.4 

9 

3,030 
3.4% 

9 o/o 

Hold 
Harmless 

10,541 
39.0 
270 

902 
17.0 

53 

521 
13.3 

39 

11,964 
13.5% 

1 6 YO 

CITY SIZE 
w 

100.000- 250.000. 50O.OOO- 
To 100,OOO 240,999 

21,938 16.132 
48.7 188.3 
450 86 

5,109 3,016 
39.6 70.5 
129 43 

778 232 
9.5 10.5 
81 22 

27,825 19,380 
31.3% 21.8% 

36 '10 1 6 % 

4@0,999 

15,763 
312.7 

50 

3,364 
185.3 

18 

14 
3.9 

4 

19,141 
21.5% 

19% 

990,999 ' 1 ,o0o,oO0 + 

10,649 
456.2 

23 

2537 
238.6 

11 

1,183 
131.5 

9 

14,369 
16.2% 

19% 

2,320 
331.9 

7 

4,905 
1428.5 

3 

923 
264.5 

3 

8,228 
9.3% 

10% 



L -2 

UNIT TYPE 

Units in Single- 
Family Structures 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Units in Muiti- 
Funiiy Structures 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Units in Other 
Structures 

Number of Units 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Total Units 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-Ill-14 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS DEMOLISHED 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

REGION CITY DISTRESS 

North 
East 

17,559 
108.1 

162 

7,585 
91.2 

83 

450 
9.5 
47 

25,594 
28.8% 

North 
Central 

18,403 
114.1 

161 

6,425 
124.6 

52 

2,262 
91.3 

25 

27,090 
30.5% 

South 

25,732 
116.2 

221 

2,161 
44.0 

49 

205 
6.6 
31 

28,098 
31.6% 

West 

5,079 
74.7 

68 

2,841 
141.4 

20 

214 
12.9 

17 

8,134 
a1 vo 

Puerto 
Rico 

29 
7.8 

4 

0 
0.0 

0 

0 
0.0 

0 

29 - 

Least Moderate Most 
Distressed Distrorr Distressed 

17,480 19,383 29,737 
82.3 107.8 140.2 
212 180 212 

1,847 2,481 14,663 
3.7 41.3 171.6 
55 60 85 

288 305 2,536 
9.3 8.5 50.2 
31 36 50 

19,615 22,169 46,936 
22.1 O/O 25.0% 52.9% - 



TABLE A-Ill-15 

DWELLING UNITS COMPLETED FOR OCCUPANCY WIT, I THE ASSISTANCE 
OF CDBG FUNDS IN CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS 

Program 

Section 8 New Construction 
Families 

Section 8 New Construction 
Elderly 
(Not financed by 
Section 202 Loans 

Section 202 

Purchase Subsidy 
(Section 235 and 
State-Assisted) 

Number 
Of Units Program 

Section &; 

Section 8 
Moderate Rehabilitation 

5,975 Substantial Rehabilitation 

1,1577 Urban Homesteading 

4,724 Private Market Rate Housing 

Public Housing 

2,003 Other 

Total All Programs 

Number 
Of Units 

3,434 

114 

2,357 

2,752 

12,612 

6,308 

51,856 

Source: 1980 CDBG Accomplishments Survey 



ACCOM PLlSHM ENT 
TYPE 

Child Services 
Number of Child-days' 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Elderly Services 

Provided 
Number of Times 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Health Services 
Number of Times 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Household Counseling 
Number of Times 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Youth Services 
Number of Times 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Police 
Days of Service 

Means 
Number of Grantees 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

Row Percent 

Provided 

Provided 

Provided 

Provided 

1975.1979 

TABLE A-lll-16 

PROJECTED PUBLIC SERVICE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 
NATIONAL 

~ 

23,311,764 
105,099.8 

222 

26,372,585 
92,378.2 

285 

6,621,179 
5,739.7 

1,154 

760,532 
2,812.7 

270 

17,462,425 
70,700.1 

249 

1,002,656 
12,727.0 

79 

100% 

GRANT TYPE CITY SIZE 
Urban 

Intitlement County 

20,851,235 
131,731.4 

158 

21,968,622 
123,888.3 

177 

5,710,665 
11,019.7 

51 8 

690,072 
3,549.5 

194 

16,068,122 
94,792.7 

170 

987,728 
14,782.1 

67 

108,553 
8,861.4 

12 

194,635 
9,268.3 

21 

161,935 
1,866.5 

87 

52,543 
2,284.2 

23 

177,389 
12,446.6 

14 

0 
0.0 
0 

Hold 
Harmless 

2,351,977 
45,874.3 

51 

4,209,329 
48,294.8 

87 

748,579.6 
1,364.6 

549 

17,917 
338.2 

53 

1,216,914 
19,244.9 

63 

14,928 
1,247.9 

12 

100,ooo. 
0 100,OOO 249,999 

9,364,160 4,551,758 
72,664.7 116,098.5 

129 39 

8,864,040 5,270,678 
47.248.4 1 17,885.9 

45 188 

2,278,616 
2,542.3 

896 

114,677 
806.4 

1 42 

*- 

,182,200 
9 , 2 2 3.3 

1 28 

213,121 
3,008.1 

71 

5,359,951 2,502,490 
34,333.8 67,463 

156 37 

14,991 222,531 
5,270.9 800.4 

42 19 

30 % 

2,815,760 5,341,373 
77,973.0 431,451.8 

36 12 

5,139,492 3,813,776 
160,358.6 240,162.2 

32 16 

761,371 1,367,590 
9,050.8 38,006.6 

84 36 

307,018 113,841 
8,098.6 7,144.1 

38 16 

2,746,564 3,506,823 
90,347 21 7,221.5 

30 16 

100,006 141,193 
9,259.8 26,690.5 

11 5 

1,238,714 
236,395.7 

5 

3,284,601 
626,832.2 

5 

1,031,402 
114,702.2 

9 

1 1,875 
3,402.5 

3 

3,346,59i 
462,109.6 

7 

523,936 
300,250.0 

2 

Zhild-days = Days of Child Care X Average Daily Attendance 



t 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 
TYPE 

Child Services 
Number of Childdays' 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Times 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Time 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Elderly Services 

Provided 

Health Services 

Provided 

Household Counseling 
Number of Time 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Times 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Dates of Service 

Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

1975.1979 
Row Percent 

Provided 

Youth Services 

Provided 

Police 

Provided 

TABLE A-Ill-17 

PROJECTED PUBLIC SERVICE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

REGION 

North 
East 

6,580,943 
80,858.9 

81 

11,508,574 
109,456.4 

105 

3,469,609 
11,018.1 

315 

198,886 
2,970.8 

67 

10,950,576 
108,940.4 

101 

838,302 
35,343 

24 

30 '/o 

North 
Central 

6,066,479 
144,512.2 

42 

7,354,472 
108,785.9 

68 

893,270 
3,438.2 

260 

308,317 
5,013.3 

62 

3,009,361 
52,154.4 

58 

18,076 
980.1 

18 

South West 
8,526,470 2,137,872 
119,681.5 78,609.8 

71 27 

5,124,599 2,384,940 
70,333.9 59,808.9 

73 40 

1,734,027 438,326 
4,456.6 2,450.9 

389 179 

107,102 136,029 
1,298.0 2,359.8 

83 58 

1,895,285 1,454,203 
38,766.3 38,185.1 

49 38 

103,864 42,301 
4,392.2 2,821.2 

24 11 

22% 31 O/o 1 6 O/O 

Puerto 
Rico 

0 
0.0 

0 

0 
0.0 
0 

85,948 
7,863.5 

11 

10,228 
5,682.0 

2 

153,000 
85,000.0 

2 

114 
60.0 

2 

1 O, 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

5,104,586 
62,065.6 
..- 82 

6,964,879 
64,099.7 

109 

1,081,555 
2,280.8 

474 

161.752 
1,397.0 

116 

1,363,118 
15,906.0 

86 

16,297 
888.1 

18 

27 Ya 

Moderate 
Distress 
5,148,053 
92,684.2 

56 

5,207,045 
67,114.9 

78 

1,195,510 
3,637.6 

329 

276,000 
4,431.5 

62 

1,439,194 
21,731.9 

66 

1 15,595 
5,247.4 

22 

21 Yo 

Most 
Distressed 
13,009,804 
16531 9.3 

79 

14,069,356 
149,487.9 

94 

4,316,979 
13,436.5 

321 

320,941 
3,848.4 

83 

14,425,778 
160,736.5 

90 

869,527 
23,824.0 

36 

52% 

Child-days Days of Child Care X Average Daily Attendence 
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TABLE A-lll=18 

PROJECTED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY GRANT TYPE AND CITY SIZE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOP- 
MENT ACCOM- 

PLISHMENT TYPE 

Commercial Land 
Acquisition 

Number of Acres 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Industrial Land 
Acquisition 

Number of Acres 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Business Relocation 
Assistance 

Number of Payments 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Jobs 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Jobs 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Job Creation 

Job Retention 

Percent Total 
Funds Expended 

19751 979 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1,289 
7.7 
167 

2,832 
32.9 

86 

14,555 
46.5 
313 

145,992 
539.8 

270 

126,018 
576.2 

219 

1 00 O/O 

GRANT TYPE 

Entitlement 

788 
8.3 
95 

1,318 
25.4 

52 

13,366 
76.1 
176 

127,128 
793.1 

1 60 

116,744 
835.2 

140 

75 yo 

Urban 
County 

46 
8.7 

5 

0 
0.0 
0 

134 
10.7 

13 

3,018 
236.6 

13 

1,548 
412.6 

4 

9 Yo 

Hold 
Harmless 

456 
6.8 
67 

1,514 
44.3 

34 

1,054 
8.5 
125 

15,846 
162.7 

97 

7,726 
102.8 

75 

16% 

CITY SIZE 

To 100,000 

732 
6.6 
110 

2,163 
43.9 

49 

5,748 
27.1 
21 2 

38,932 
215.1 

181 

21,965 
149.0 

147 

36 Yo 

100,000- 
249,999 

280 
9.4 
30 

330 
16.1 

21 

1,575 
29.2 

54 

23,867 
560.3 

43 

40,953 
1,105.6 

37 

16% 

250,000- 
499,999 

210 
10.5 

20 

319 
29.2 

11 

2,987 
108.8 

27 

36,582 
1,191.4 

31 

18,627 
852.2 

22 

19% 

500,000. 
999,999 

67 
9.3 

7 

20 
3.7 

5 

2,449 
154.2 

16 

24,455 
1,926.8 

13 

2,115 
237.9 

9 

19% 

l,o0o,o0o + 

0 
0.0 
0 

0 
0.0 
0 

1,796 
514.5 

3 

22,156 
6,348.5 

3 

42,358 
12,137.0 

3 

10% 



TABLE A-111-19 

PROJECTED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
WITH CDBG FUNDS 

BY REGION AND CITY DISTRESS 

ECONOMIC DEVELOP- 
MENT ACCOM- 

PLISHMENT TYPE 

Commercial Land 
Acquisition 

Number of Acres 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Industrial Land 
Acquisition 

Number of Acres 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Business Relocation 
Assistance 

Number of Payments 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Number of Jobs 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

Job Creation 

Job Retention 
Number of Jobs 
Mean 
Number of Grantees 

REGION CITY DISTRESS 

North 
East 

360 
6.7 
54 

1,227 
32.8 

37 

5,040 
56.4 

89 

57,304 
692.1 

83 

75,994 
1,143.3 

66 

North 
Central 

325 
8.3 
39 

220 
13.5 

16 

5,890 
68.9 

85 

29,324 
524.6 

56 

31,394 
723.9 

43 

South 

357 
7.1 
50 

849 
47.8 

18 

2,447 
26.2 

94 

22,918 
290.7 

79 

8,011 
130.2 

62 

West 

194 
9.6 
20 

501 
39.5 

13 

1,168 
27.4 

43 

34,601 
757.1 

46 

10,052 
250.4 

40 

Puerto 
R i a  

53 
14.0 

4 

34 
18.0 

2 

9 
5.0 

2 

1,845 
255.4 

7 

567 
78.5 

7 

Least 
Distressed 

505 
9.7 
52 

447 
35.9 

13 

1,858 
20.4 

91 

12,976 
183.7 

71 

5,352 
105.0 

51 

Moderate 
Distress 

339 
6.8 
50 

594 
29.9 

20 

1,841 
18.4 
100 

14,811 
186.3 

79 

14,144 
223.2 

63 

Most 
Distressed 

445 
6.9 
65 

1,791 
33.4 

54 

7,070 
63.7 
111 

1 16,549 
1,044.3 

112 

105,.851 
1,129.1 

94 



A-IV EXPENDITURE RATES 

Tables i n  t h i s  section correspond w i t h  the information presented i n  Chapter 5- 
Section 1 of the report. Tables IV-1 t o  IV-9 contain cumulative and annual 
spending figures fo r  Entitlement Canmunities and drawdown and disbursement 
rates  of CDBG f u n d s  by community characteristics such as grantee 
c lass i f ica t ion ,  region, and prior categorical experience. Table IV-10 
presents the resul ts  of a regression analysis o f  several c i t y  characterstics 
on drawdown rates ,  and IV-11 presents monthly drawdown amounts f o r  Entitlement 
and Small Ci t ies  grantees. Sources f o r  these tables vary and, thus, are noted 
a t  the bottan of each table. 

Variable Definitions: 

Program - Canmunities are categorized according t o  the four program categories 
through which f u n d s  t o  1 ocal communities are distributed. 

--Entitlement (Metropolitan Cit ies  and Urban Counties) 
--Small Cities (Metro and Non-Metro) 
--Secretary's Fund  
--Financial Settlement 

Program Experience - This describes a community's experience w i t h  prior HUD 
categorical programs (Urban Renewal, Model Cities,  Water and Sewer Fac i l i t i e s ,  
Open Spaces, Neighborhood Fac i l i t i e s ,  Rehabilitation Loans, and Public 
Fac i l i t i e s  Loans). Communities are assigned t o  one of four categories: 

--None (No prior categori cal experience) 
--Experience w i t h  1 program 
--Experience with 2 programs 
--Experience w i t h  3 or more programs 

Phase-in Status - T h i s  variable re fers  to  the process by which Entitlement 
Comnunities, fo r  whan the t ransi t ion fran prior categorical programs t o  the 
CDBG program meant dramatic increases i n  community development f u n d i n g ,  were 
gradually brought into the program. For the f i r s t  two years of the program, 
t he i r  entitlement allocation constituted only a portion of the amount they 
would have received solely on the basis of the entitlement formula. 
Communities are assigned t o  four categories based on the percent increase i n  
CDBG f u n d i n g  they experienced from 1975 t o  1977: 

--High phase-in s ta tus  - Highest t h i r d  of percent increases 
--Medium phase-in s tatus  - Middle t h i r d  of percent increases 
--Low phase-in s tatus  - Lowest t h i r d  of percent increases 
--No phase-in s tatus  - Were n o t  phase-in communities 

A-126 

I 

cl 
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CUMULATIVE AND ANNUAL SPENDING FOR 
B ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES BY FISCAL YEAR 
I 1975- 1980 
L 20 
L I - I I 
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FREQUENCIES OF CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES I N  
THE CDBG ENTITLEMENT C I T I E S  PROGRAM FOR 

PROGRAM YEARS 1978 AND 1979 
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CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES BY 
PHASE-IN-STATUS 1978 AND 1979 

80 

R 
A 70 
W 
D 
'0 
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T 
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40 

YEAR 
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PHASE-IN-STATUS 

PERCENTAGE OF CD DIRECTORS IDENTIFYING VARIOUS 

SOURCES OF MAJOR PROGRAM DELAY (WEIGHTED) 
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ACT/PR03 22% 

/ \ 
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LOC POLITIC 7% 
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TABLE A-IV-1 

DISBURSEMENT RATE OF CDBG FUNDS BY PROGRAM AND FISCAL YEAR 
AS OF DECEMBER 31,1980 

PROGRAM 

Entitlement 
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

&dl C i t h  
Total 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Secretary's Fund 

Financial Settlement 

FISCAL YEAR 

19751976 1977 1978 1979 1980 Curnulet. 

99.6% 99.4% 95.9% 56.2% 
99.6% 99.4 Yo 96.6% 56.5% 
99.6% 98.8% 84.8% 48.1 ?Lo 

7.2% 74.7% 
7.2% 73.4% 
- 93.2% 

99.5% 97.2 O/o ,, 92.2 '/a 67.0% 15.2% 66.7% 
99.3% 97.3% 90.0% 62.9% 14.3% 64.2 Yo 
99.6% 97.2% 93.1 Yo 68.7% 15.5% 67.7% 

92.5% 84.3 '/a 69.1 Yo 47.7% 18.8% 60.3% 

96.0% 82.0% 68.0% 34.0% 100.0% 71.3% 

Source: Financial Analysis and Investment Division, Office of Finance and Accounting 



TABLE A-IV-2 

NonMetro 

Total 

CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES BY ENTITLEMENT GRANTEE CLASSIFICATION' 
(Dollars in Millions) 

$1,032 $880 85.3 % 432 

$14,943 $10,298 68.7% 1337 

GRANTEE 
CLASSIFICATION 

Entitlement 
Metro Cities 
Urban Counties 

Hold Harmless 
Metro 

CUMULATIVE 
LETTER OF DRAWDOWN DRAW DOW N NUMBER OF 

CREDIT AMOUNT AMOUNT RATE GRANTEES 

$1 1,589 
$1,722 

$7,821 
$1,030 

67.5% 
59.8% 

558 
85 

$640 $567 88.6 '10 262 



TABLE A-IV-3 

Cumulative 
Entitlement 

Cumulative 
Unexpended 
Balance 

Annual 
Unexpended 
Balance 

Cumulative 
Expenditure 
Rate 

Annual 
Expenditure 
Rate 

CUMULATIVE AND ANNUAL SPENDING FOR ENTITLEMENT 
COMMUNITIES BY FISCAL YEARS 

(Dollars in Billions) 

FISCAL YEAR 

1975 

$1.84 

$1.81 

$1.81 

~~ 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

$3.92 $6.33 $8.95 $1 1.60 $14.33 

$2.82 $3.67 $4.45 $4.72 $4.69 

$1.01 $0.85 $0.78 $0.27 - $0.07 

2 O/O 28 YO 42 Yo 50 Yo 59 Yo 68 Yo 

2 Yo 52 yo 64 Yo 70% 90 Yo 1 03 Yo 

Source: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided by Financial Analyses Investment Division, Office of Finances and 
Accounting, Department of Housing and Urban Development. 



Expenditures 

Obligations 

Unobligated 
Balance 

Total 

TABLE A-IV-4 

EXPENDITURES, OBLIGATIONS AND UNOBLIGATED BALANCE AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF ANNUAL ENTITLEMENT BY PROGRAM YEAR 

(n = 113) 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

97.2% 95.2% 90.6 '/o 62.1 '/o 38.8 '10 

0.7% 1.4% 3.0% 20.9% 25.8% 

2.1 % 3.4% 6.4% 17.0% 35.4 '10 

100.0% 1 00.0 O/O 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD; 1980 Grantee Performance Reports. 



TABLE A-IV-5 

CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES FOR SELECTED FEDERAL PROGRAMS, 
1980 

Agency or 
Department 

Labor 

Farmers Home 
Administration 

Housing and 
Urban Development 

Economic Development 
Administration 

Program 

Comprehensive 
Employment Training Act 

Rural Development 
Grants 

Community Development 
Block Grants 

Public Works 

Transportation 

Farmers Home 
Administration 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 

Urban Mass 
Transporation 

Rural Water and 
Waste Disposal 

Environmental 
Construction 

Years in 
Operation 

8 

7 

6 

15 

13 

15 

Q 

Cumulative Drawdown 
as of Sept. 30,1980 

Ql Yo 

71 Yo 

68% 

67% 

66% 

61 Yo 

48% 

Source: Compiled from data provided by: Financial Analysis and Investment Division, Office of Finance and Accounting, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development; Budget Division, Farmers Home Administration; Office of Public investments, Economic Developmatt 
Administration; Financial Management Division, Financial Reports and Analysis Branch, Environmental Protection Agency; Office of 
Budget, Urban Mass Transportation Administration; Comptroller's Office, Employment Tralnlng Adminl8tratlon, Departmot of Labor. 



TABLE A-IV-6 

CUMULATIVE 1978 AND 1979 DRAWDOWN RATES 

(N = 467) 

HUD REGION 

Region 1 (Boston) 
Region 2 (New York) 
Region 3 (Philadelphia) 
Region 4 (Atlanta) 
Region 5 (Chicago) 
Region 6 (Fort Worth) 
Region 7 (Kansas City) 
Region 8 (Denver) 
Region 9 (San Francisco) 
Region 10 (Seattle) 
Maan 

-~ 

DRAWDOWN RATE 

1978 

72.1 O/o 

60.8% 
67.2% 
64.2 '10 
61.7% 
62.9% 
64.7% 
66.0% 
56.8% 
65.2% 
63.5% 

1979 

77.4% 
73.2% 
75.0% 
71.9% 
74.4% 
73.2% 
74.5% 
72.5% 
69.1 '/o 
65.8% 
72.9% 

Source: Oflice 01 Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD; CDBG Expenditure Rate Data Ease. 



TABLE A-IV-7 

CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES FOR CENTRAL AND NON-CENTRAL ENTITLEMENT 
CITIES FOR PROGRAM YEARS 1978 AND 1979 

CITY TYPE 

Central Cities 
Mean 
With Model Cities 

With Urban Renewal 
Experience 

Experience 

Non-Central Cities 
Mean 
With Model Cities 

With Urban Renewal 
Experience 

Experience 

PROORAM YEAR 

Number of 
1978 1979 Cities 

62.3% 

67.7% 

61.6% 

72.3% 

75.4010 

71.1 '10 

245 

71 

67 

54.2 '/o 67.8% 111 

68.6% 75.3% 7 

56.8 '/o 70.0% 24 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD; CDBG Expenditure Rate Data Base. 



-- 
TABLE AW-8 

CUMULATIVE DRAWOOWN RATES FOR 
ENTITLEMENT CITIES 

BY PRIOR HUD CATEGORICAL EXPERIENCE 

PROGRAM YEAR PROGRAM 
EXPERIENCE 

None 
1 Program 
2 Programs 
3 or Wore Programs 

Number of 
1978 1979 Cities 

53.1 O/O 65.9% 171 

63.1 Yo 72.1 Yo 149 
68.3% 75.9% 83 

53.7% 65.4 Yo 3a 

Source: OIlice 01 Evaluation, Community Planning and Developmeni. HUD; CDBG Expenditure Rate Data Base. 



TABLE A-IV-9 

CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES FOR ENTITLEMENT CITIES 
BY PHASE-IN STATUS FOR PROGRAM YEARS 1978 AND 1979 

PHASE-IN STATUS PROGRAM YEAR 

1978 

High 52.1 Yo 
Medium 54.6 '/o 
Low 65.1 % 
None 69.0% 

1 B79 

66.7% 
64.7% 
74.3% 
76.3% 

Number of * 
Cities 

143 
29 

115 
69 

1 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD; CDBG Expenditure Rate Data Base. . 



t 

TABLE A-IV-10 a 

STEPWISE REGRESSION OF VARIOUS CITY CHARACTERISTICS 
ON CUMULATIVE DRAWDOWN RATES 

PROGRAM YEAR 1979 PROGRAM YEAR 1978 

Multiple 
Correlation 
Coefficient' 

Phase-in Status .435 

City Distress .452 

City Size .459 

Program Difficulty .461 

Program Experience .463 

Simple 
Correlation 
Coefficientz 

.435 

.315 

.038 

-1 90 

.335 

Multiple 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

Phase-in Status .381 

City Size .396 

City Distress .404 

Program Experience .406 

Program Difficulty .407 

Simple 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

.38 

- .007 

.251 

.233 

.160 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development HUD; Expenditure Rate Data Base. 

' The figures in the multiple correlation coefficient column show the amount of variance explained by all variables added in the equation up to 
that point. Thus the coefficient of .452 in the second row is the coefficient produced when only two variables - Phase-in Status and City 
Distress - are included in the equation. Thus the coefficient of .463 in the bottom row is produced when all five independent variables are 
included in the equation. 

The simple correlation coefficient shows the relationship between only one independent variable and the dependent variable. Thus the co- 
efficient .335 between Program Experience and the Drawdown Rate shows that experience, by itself, explains 10 percent of the variance in 
the drawdown rate (.3357. 



~ ~~ 

MONTH 

October, 1978 
November, 1978 
December, 1978 
January, 1978 
February, 1979 
March, 1979 
April, 1979 
May, 1979 
June, 1979 
July, 1979 
August, 1979 
September, 1979 
October, 1979 
November, 1979 

TABLE A-IV-1 I 

MONTHLY DRAWDOWN AMOUNTS FOR THE ENTITLEMENT AND 
SMALL CITIES PROGRAMS, FY 1979 TO FY 1981 

(Dollars in Millions) 

DRAWDOWN AMOUNT 

Entitlement 
Communities 

200.0 
219.6 
233.4 
185.8 
205.2 
207.0 
160.7 
235.2 
224.5 
205.3 
21 5.6 
273.2 
241.3 
229.0 

Small Cities 

31.6 
31.4 
33.6 
35.6 
24.7 
31.4 
31.2 
42.8 
40.9 
47.7 
51.4 
59.5 
66.6 
62.7 

MONTH 

December, 1979 
January; 1980 
February, 1980 
March, 1980 
April, 1980 
May, 1980 
June, 1980 
July, 1980 
August, 1980 
September, 1980 
October, 1980 
November, 1980 
December, 1980 

DRAWDOWN AMOUNT 

Entitlement 
Communities 

273.6 
218.8 
219.8 
220.7 
225.6 
279.6 
249.9 
251 .O 
234.0 
279.0 
269.4 
284.6 
308.3 

Small Cities 

62.6 
61.5 
49.3 
61.4 
71.2 
58.2 
62.1 
78.0 
98.7 
93.3 

116.6 
95.3 

108.6 

Source: Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office of Management, Community Planning and Development, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 



A-V HOUSING ASSISTANCE PLANS 

Tables i n  t h i s  sec t i on  deal w i t h  En t i t l emen t  C i t i e s '  housing assis tance goals 
by tenure, household type, lower income housing needs, and sources o f  planned 
housing assistance. Th i s  i n fo rma t ion  i s  discussed i n  Chapter 5, Sect ion 5 o f  
t he  repo r t .  

These tab les  were compiled by the  O f f i c e  o f  Evaluat ion from data prov ided by 
the  Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  D iv i s ion ,  Community Planning and Development, 
HUD. 

A-140 



S831N38 S83NH0 

e 
S 
1 
I 

88s N 
n 

0 

-01 

- 01 

- 06 
- O f  

- 0s 
- 09 

- OL 

- 08 

- 06 

s3mnos 9903 aNv anH wow 
33NVlSISSV SNISnOH do 38OW 80 lN33N3d S6 

SNIhI333tl S3ILINnWW03 40 lN33t13d 

' 001 

5 
3 
1 
1 
i 
3 

d 
0 

1 
N 
3 
3 
tl 
3 
d 



TABLE A-V-1 

AVERAGE THREE YEAR CDBG FUNDED HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE' 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

219 
29.9% 

100.0% 

513 
70.1 '/o 

100.0% 

732 
100.0% 
100.0 O/O 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

74 
25.2% 
33.8% 

220 
74.8% 
42.9% 

294 
100.0% 
40.2% 

Small 
Family 

118 
38.1 ' /o 

53.9% 

192 
61.9% 
37.3% 

310 
100.0% 
42.3% 

Large 
Family 

27 
2 1.1 Y o  
12.3% 

101 
78.9% 
19.7% 

128 
100.0% 
17.5% 

'For this and subsequent tables, percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 

Source: For this and subsequent Section'V tables, Housing Assistance Plans, CDBG Entitlement Applications; Compiled by 
Office of Evaluation from data provided by Data Systems and Statistics Division, Community Planning and Development, HUD. 



TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-V.1 

AVERAGE 1979 CDBG FUNDED HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE' 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

~- 

NATIONAL 

75 
33.0% 

100.0% 

152 
67.0% 

100.0% 

227 
100.0% 
100.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

24 
25.8% 
32.0% 

69 
74.2% 
45.4% 

93 
1 00 .o V O  

41.0% 

Small 
Family 

41 
43.6% 
54.7 '/o 

53 
56.4% 
34.9% 

94 
100.0% 
41.4% 

Large 
Family 

10 
25.0% 
13.3% 

30 
75.0% 
19.7% 

40 
100.0 O/O 

17.6% 



TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

TABLE A-V-I 

AVERAGE 1980 CDBG FUNDED HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 191) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL 

78 
31.8% 

100.0% 

167 
68.2% 

100.0% 

245 
100.0% 
100.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

28 
26.9% 
35.9% 

76 
73.1 '/o 
45.5% 

104 
1 00.0 Y o  
42.4% 

Small 
Family 

40 
39.6 '/o 
51.3% 

61 
60.4% 
36.5% 

101 
1 00 .o Y o  
4 1.2 '/o 

Large 
Family 

10 
25.0% 
1 2 .a ol0 

30 
75.0% 
18.0% 

40 
100.0% 
16.3% 



TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Unlts 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

owners 
Number of Unlts 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-V-2 

AVERAGE THREE YEAR HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES' 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL 

2242 
72.3% 

100.0% 

858 
27.3% 

100.0% 

31 00 
100.0% 
100.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly1 
Handicapped 

~~~ ~ * 
Small 
Family 

636 
66.9% 
28.0% 

315 
33.1 Y o  
37.0% 

1260 
78.4% 
56.0% 

348 
21.6% 
41.0% 

~~ 

Large 
Family 

346 
61.4% 
15.0% 

194 
35.9% 
23.0% 

95 1 1608 540 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
30.7% 51.9% 17.4% 

3 



TABLE A-V-2 

TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 

Total 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

AVERAGE 1979 HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL 

1007 
80.0% 

100.0% 

256 
20.0% 

100.0% 

1263 
100.0% 
100.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

289 
75.0% 
29.0 '10 

Small 
Family 

559 

56.0% 
84. o v0 

Large 
Family 

159 
74.0% 
16.0% 

94 
25.0% 
37.0% 

383 
100.0% 
30.0% 

105 

41.0% 
16.0% 

664 
100.0% 
53.0% 

57 
26.0% 
22.0% 

216 
100.0% 
17.0% 



TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-V-2 

AVERAGE 1988 HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 191) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL 

946 
77.8% 

100.0% 

280 
22.8% 

100.0% 

1226 
100.0% 
100.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

274 
72.3% 
29.0% 

105 
27.7% 
37.5 '/o 

379 
100.0% 
30.9 '/o 

Small 
Family 

527 
82.5% 
55.7% 

112 
17.5% 
40.0% 

639 
100.0~/0 
52.1 Yo 

Large 
Family 

145 
69.7% 
15.3% 

63 
30.3% 
22.5% 

208 
100.0% 
17.0% 



t F 

TABLE A-V-3 

AVERAGE THREE YEAR NON-CDBG HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 
~~ 

1783 
89.3% 

100.0% 

213 
10.7% 

100.0% 

1996 
100.0% 
100.0% 

(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

51 5 
90.2% 
28.9% 

56 
8.8% 

26.3% 

571 
tOO.O% 
28.6% 

Small 
Family 

998 
91 .O% 
56.0% 

99 
9.0% 

46.5% 

1097 
100.0% 
55.0% 

Large 
Family 

270 
82.1 '/o 
15.1 '/o 

59 
17.9% 
27.7% 

329 
100.0% 
16.5% 



TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 

Total 

TABLE A-V.3 

AVERAGE 1979 NON-CDBG HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

NATIONAL 

789 
92.6% 
100.0% 

63 

00.0% 
7.4% 

852 
30.0% 
30.0% 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE ~ 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

229 
93.5 '/o 
29.0% 

16 
6.5% 
25.4% 

245 
100.0% 
28.8% 

Small 
Family 

437 
93.4% 
55.4% 

31 
6.6% 
49.2% 

468 
100.0% 
54.9% 

Large 
Family 

123 
88.5% 
15.6% 

16 
1 1.5% 
25.4% 

139 
100.0% 
16.3% 



TENURE 

Renters 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Owners 
Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Number of Units 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

T 

TABLE A-V-3 

AVERAGE 1980 NON-CDBG HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE GOALS 
FOR ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 191) (Unweighted) 

-~~ ~ 

NATIONAL 

778 
91.9% 

100.0 Yo 

69 
8.1 '/o 

100.0% 

847 
100.0% 
100.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

227 
92.3% 
29.2% 

19 
7.7% 

27.5% 

246 
1 00.0 O/O 

29.0% 

Small 
Family 

433 
93.1 '/o 
55.7 '/o 

32 
6.9% 

46.4% 

465 
100.0% 
54.9% 

Large 
Family 

118 
86.8% 
15.2% 

18 
13.2% 
26.1 Y o  

136 
100.0% 
16.1 ?h 



TABLE A-V-4 

TENURE 

Ronten 
CdumnPuCont 

PERCENT LOWER INCOME HOUSING NEEDS FOR ENTITLEMENT 
COMMUNITIES 

NATIONAL HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Smrll L u g .  Elderly/ 
H d W  Fmlly Funlly 

54 YO 14% 69% 27% 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE' 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

owrmr 
27% cdumn Pucent 39 vo 33% 23 yo 



-- 

SOURCE AND 
TENURE 

R.nten 
CDBQ 
Olher HUD 
Stat. and Local 

CDBQ 
Other HUD 
Stab and Local 

Owners 

TABLE A-V-5 

SOURCE OF PLANNED THREE YEAR HOUSING ASSISTANCE 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 195) (Unweighted) 

NATIONAL 

11.1% 
79.8% 
9.1 o/o 

60.2% 
24.4% 
15.4 Yo 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

10.7% 
80.9% 
8.4 '10 

69.6% 
17.7% 
13.7% 

Small 
Family 

11.3% 
79.2% 
9.5% 

54.3 '10 

17.3% 
2a.401~ 

Large 
Family 

11.9% 
78.1 Vo 
10.0% 

53.9% 
30.2% 
13.9% 



TABLE A-V-5 

SOURCE OF PLANNED 1980 HOUSING ASSISTANCE 

BY TENURE TYPE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
(n = 191) (Unweighted) 

SOURCE AND 
TENURE 

Renters 
Other HUD 
CDBG 
State and Local 

Owners 
Other HUD 
CDBG 
State and Local 

NATIONAL 

82.5% 
8.3% 
9.2% 

24.0% 
64.0% 
12.0% 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Elderly/ 
Handicapped 

82.7% 
9.4 Yo 
7.9% 

17.9% 
72.5% 
9.6% 

Small 
Family 

82.1 % 
8.7% 
9.0% 

28.3% 
58.5% 
13.2% 

Large 
Family 

9 81.1% 
9.1 ?Lo 
9.8% 

28.5% 
57.8% 
11.2% 



A- VI NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

Neighborhood S t r a t e g y  Areas are d iscussed  i n  Chapter 5 ,  Sec t ion  3 of  t h e  
r e p o r t .  Tables V I- 1  through VI-13 p re sen t  information on annual  and 
cumulat ive CDBG program funds budgeted t o  N S A s  by va r ious  c i t y  and census- 
tract l e v e l  characteristics.  Table TI-14 through Tables VI-19 d e p i c t  t h e  
composition o f  NSA funding by A c t i v i t y  Group and Purpose, and census t ract  
l eve l - spend ing .  Tables  VI-20 t o  VI-25 p re sen t  data on funds budgeted by t h e  
degree o f  Census Tract dis tress .  These data werelcompiled from t h e  Office of 
Eva lua t ion ' s  CDBG Evalua t ion  Data Base. 

Tables  f o r  each dependent variable are presented according t o  t h e  o r d e r  o f  the  
fo l lowing  independent v a r i a b l e s :  

--Year 
- - R eg i o n  
--City type  
--City distress 
--Grant s i z e  
--City s i z e  
--City popula t ion  growth 
--City percent  mino r i t y  
--Census t rac t  distress 
--Low- and moderate-income b e n e f i t  
--Census t rac t  pe rcen t  minor i ty  
--Program purpose 
--lc t i v i  t y  group 



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CITY POPULATION 
AND NSA CHARACTERISTICS 

40 1 10 0 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CITY DISTRESS 
AND NSA CHARACTERISTICS 

30 

-I 20 n 
10 

0 

1 

0 AVG PCT POP I N  NSAc 

AVG LAND AREA I N  NSAI 

AVG NO. OF NSAE 

. 
1 _] AVG PCT POP IN NSAm 

AVG LAND AREA I N  NSAm 

m A V 6  NO. ff N S A i  



ANNUAL AND CI 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Pomnt 

NM-NSAICity-Wid. 
Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Cdumn Porcont 
Row Porcont 

Total 

CUMULATIVE 

1919.1980 

$2045.7 
50.4% 

$2014.4 
49.6% 

54060.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TABLE A=VI-1 

MULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY YEAR' 
(Dollars in Millions) 

BY YEAR 

1979 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
48.6% 

1980 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 Yo 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
51 A% 

'In thls and In subsequent tables, row figures may not total to natlonal figures 
duo to roundlng or mxolurlon of mlrring dUa. 



TABLE A-VI-2 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Poroont 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSAICItywide 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percont 

Non-NSAICltywIds 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Porcent 

NATIONAL 

1979-1980 

$2045.7 
50.4% 

$2014.4 
49.6% 

$4060.1 
100.0 O/O 

100.0 9'0 

1979 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0 O/O 

BY CENSUS REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CENSUS REGION' 

North 
East 

$562.3 
44.1 '/a 

$71 3.3 
55.9% 

$1275.6 
1 00 .o O/O 

31.4% 

$249.1 
40.9% 

$360.1 
59.1 '/o 

$609.2 
100.0% 
30.4 '10 

North 
Central 

$688.5 
55.9 '/o 

$542.3 
44.1 '/o 

$1230.8 
100.0% 
30.3% 

$307.8 
56.3% 

$238.8 
43.7 '/o 

$546.6 
100.0% 
27.7% 

1979.1 980 

South 

$441.7 
52.6% 

$398.3 
47.4% 

$840.0 
100.0% 
20.7 '/o 

1979 

$259.5 
55.7% 

$206.2 
44.3% 

$465.7 
100.0% 
23.6% 

West 

$270.8 
47?9% 

$294.6 
52.1 Yo 

$565.4 
100.0 v o  
13.9% 

$135.2 
47.6% 

$148.9 
52.4% 

$284.1 
100.0% 
14.4% 

Puerto Rlco 

$82.2 
6687% 

$65.5 
44.3% 

$147.7 
100.0% 

3.6% 

$32.0 
46.9% 

$36.3 
53.1 % 

$68.3 
100.0% 

3.5% 



AREA TYPE 

TABLE A-VI-2 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CENSUS REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NSA 
Amount 
Peroont 

Amount 
Porwnt 

Amount 
Column Percont 
Row Porwnl 

NOtt-NSAICity-Wldc 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1061.9 
M).O'/O 

$1024.3 
49.1 "/o 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CENSUS REGION 

1980 

North North 
East Central South Wort Puorto Rico 

$313.2 $380.7 $182.2 $1 35.6 $50.2 
47.0% 65.8% 48.7% 48.2% e3.i oh 

$353.3 $303.6 $192.2 $145.9 $29.3 
53.0 '10 44.4% 51.3% 51.8% 46.9% 

$666.5 $684.3 $374.4 $281.5 $79.5 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% lM).O% 

32.0% 32.8 "/o 18.0% 13.5% 3.8% 



-- 
TABLE A-VI-3 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSNCity-wide 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSNCi ty-wide 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979-1980 

$2045.7 
50.4% 

$2014.4 
49.6 ?h 

$4060.1 
100.0 Q/o 
100.0 Yo 

1979 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
100.0 Yo 
100.0% 

CITY TYPE 

Central 

$1847.1 
50.6% 

$1801.9 
48.4% 

$3649.0 
100.0% 
89.9% 

$886.0 
50.1 % 

$883.2 
48.9% 

$1876.2 
100.0% 
89.6% 

1 979i1980 

1979 

Suburban 

$198.5 
48.3% 

$212.5 
51.7% 

$411.0 
100.0 Yo 
10.1 Yo 

$97.7 
47.7% 

$107.0 
52.3% 

$204.7 
100.0% 
10.4 % 



TABLE A-VI-3 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Pucont 

Non-NSAIClty-wid. 
Amount 
Puant  

Amount 
Column Porwnt 
RawPorcont 

Tot81 

NATIONAL 

1- 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.4 
49.1 Yo 

$2086.2 
100.oo/o 
100.0~/0 

CITY TYPE 

Contra1 

$961.1 
51 .l yo 

$918.8 
40.9% 

$1 879.9 
100.0 Yo 
90.1 Yo 

1.80 

Suburban 

$100.8 
40.9% 

$105.4 
51.1% 

$206.2 
100.0% 

9.9% 



TABLE A-VI-4 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Porcant 

Amount 
Porcmt 

Norr-NSAICity-~ld. 

Total 
Amount 
Column P o r n 1  
RowPirCmlt 

NSA 
Amount - 

Non-NSAICLty=wb 
Amount 
Pucult 

Amount 
Column Porcont 
Row p.rCmt 

iota1 

~ ~ 

NATIONAL 

1979.191)o 

$2045.7 
50.4 yo 

$2014.4 
49.6 '10 

$4060.1 
100.0% 
100.0./0 

1910 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
I ~ . O %  

NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Distros8.d 

$433.8 
54.4% 

$363.8 
45.6% 

$797.6 
100.0% 
19.6% 

$222.7 
55.5% 

$178.7 
44.5 '/o 

$401.4 
100.0% 
20.3% 

1978-1860 

$337.8 
43.1 yo 

$445.4 
56.9% 

$783.2 
100.0% 
19.3% 

1979 

$161.4 
42.1 O h  

$221.5 
57.9% 

$382.9 
100.0% 
19.4% 

Most 
Dl8tnr8Od 

$1274.1 
51.4% 

$1205.3 
48.6Yo 

$2479.4 
100.0% 
6l.lo/i 

$589.9 
48.6% 

$1 189.6 
100.0% 
60.3./0 



TABLE A-VI-4 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Porconi 

Non-NSAICity-wid. 
Amount 
Puwnt  

Amount 
Cahmn Porcant 
Raw pn#nl 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1080 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 '/o 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY DISTRESS 

Least 
Dlstrossod 

$211.1 
53.3% 

$185.0 
46.7 '/o 

$396.1 
100.0% 
19.0% 

loB0 

Modorria 
Distross 

$1 76.4 
44.1 Yo 

$223.9 
55.9% 

$400.3 
100.0% 
19.2% 

Most 
Distrosud 

5674.4 
52.3% 

$615.5 
41.7 Yo 

$1289.9 
100.0% 
61.8% 



TABLE A-Vl-5 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL AREA TYPE GRANT SIZE 

1979-1W 1979.1 980 

TO 
$1 ,OOo,m 

$1,000,000- 
$1,999,999 

$2,000.000. 
$3,999,999 

s1o.ooo.ooo $4,000,000- 
$9,999,999 

NSA ' 

Amount 
Prrcmt 

$2045.7 
50.4 % 

$1 16.3 
53.2% 

$189.3 
50.5% 

$304.1 
50.8% 

$1060.2 
48.2% 

$375.8 
56.4% 

NomNSAIClty-wldo 
Amount 
? m m t  

Amount 
Cdumn Percrnt 
Row P o m t  

Total 

$2014.4 
49.6% 

$102.5 
48.8 % 

$185.4 
49.6% 

$284.3 
4Q.2% 

$1141.3 
81 A% 

$290.9 
03.8% 

$4060.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

$218.8 
100.0% 

5.4% 

$374.7 
100.0% 

9.2% 

5598.4 
100.0% 
1 4.7 % 

$2201.5 
100.0% 
54.2% 

5666.7 
100.0% 
16.4 % 

1979 1979 

NSA 
Amount 
Pucont 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$44.2 
46.9% 

$96.2 
54.0% 

$129.6 
45.9% 

$491.3 
47.2% 

$222.5 
59.0% 

NOI~NSAICIQ-WW 
Amount 
P r m t  

Amount 
Column Percrnt 
Row Porwnt 

Total 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$50.1 
53.1 Yo 

582.0 
46.0% 

5152.9 
54.1 '''0 

$154.9 
41.0% 

$5550.3 
!2.8./r 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

$94.3 
100.0 O/O 

4.8% 

$1 78.2 
100.0% 

9.0% 

$282.5 
100.0% 

14.3% 

$1041.6 
100.0% 
52.8% 

$377.4 
1 00.0 % 

1 9.1 '/a 



AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Non-NSAICity-wide 

Total 

TABLE A-VI-5 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 '/o 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

GRANT SIZE 

1980 

TO $1,000,000- $2,000,000. $4,000,000* $1o,ooo,ow 
$1,000,000 $1,999,999 $3,999,999 s 9,9 9 9,9 9 9 + 

$72.1 $93.0 $174.5 $153.3 5568.9 
57.9% 47.4% 55.2% 53.0% 49.1 Yo 

$52.5 $103.5 $141.4 $1 35.9 $591 .O 
42.1 '/a 52.6% 4 4 . 8 ~ ~  47.0% 50.9% 

$1 24.6 $196.5 $31 5.9 $289.2 $1159.9 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0 O/O 100.0% 100.0% 

6.0% 9.4% 15.2% 13.9 '/o 55.6% 



TABLE A-VI.6 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSNC..ywide 
Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSNCity-wide 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979-1 980 

$2045.7 
N.4  '/o 

$201 4.4 
49.6% 

$4060.1 
100.0 O/O 

100.0% 

1979 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY SIZE 

TO 
100,000 

$551.9 
55.0% 

$451 .O 
45.0% 

$1002.9 
100.0 O/O 

24.7% 

$278.4 
56.4% 

$215.5 
43.6 '/o 

$493.9 
100.0% 
25.0% 

100,000- 
249,999 

$353.5 
50.0 '/o 

$352.9 
50.0% 

$706.4 
100.0% 

17.4% 

$1 74.3 
48.5% 

$184.7 
51.5% 

$359.0 
100 .o o/o 

* 18.2% 

1979-1 980 

250,000- 
499,999 

$254.6 
43.9% 

$325.3 
56.1 '/o 

$579.9 
100.0% 
14.3% 

1979 

$1 30.6 
46.8% 

$148.3 
53.2% 

$278.9 
100.0% 
14.1 '/o 

500,000- 
999,999 

$314.8 
50.2% 

$312.0 
49.8% 

$626.8 
100.0% 
15.4% 

$169.6 
51.4% 

$160.2 
48.6 '/o 

$329.8 
100.0% 
16.7% 

1,000,000 + 

$570.9 
49.9% 

$573.2 
50.1 '10 

$1144.1 
100.0% 
28.2% 

$230.9 
45.1 Yo 

$281.5 
54.9 '/o 

$512.5 
100.0% 
26.0% 



AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amoun. 
Pucont 

Non-NSAIClty-wlck 
Amount 
Puwnl 

Tot81 
Amount 
Cdumn Porwnt 
Rorr Pwcanl 

. 

TABLE A-Vl-6 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 Yo 

$2086.2 
100.0 Yo 
100.0% 

CITY SIZE 

TO 
1 oo,oO0 

$273.6 
53.7% 

$235.6 
46.3% 

$509.2 
100.0% 
24.4% 

100,000. 
249,999 

$1 79.2 
51.6% 

$168.2 
48.4% 

5347.4 
100.0% 
16.7% 

250,000. 
499,989 

$123.9 
41.2% 

$1 76.9 
58.8% 

5300.8 
100.0% 
1 4.4 % 

~ , o o o .  
989,999 

$145.2 
48.9% 

$1 51.8 
51.1 O/o 

$297.0 
100.0% 
14.2% 

lmm + 

$340.0 
W.8O/o 

$291.7 
46.2% 

$6631.7 
100.0% 
m.3Vo 



AREA TYPE 

TABLE A-VI-7 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percont 

Non-NSAICity-wide 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Porcont 

NSA 
Amount 
Porcmt 

Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Column Percont 
Row Percont 

Non-NSAICity-wi& 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979.1980 

$204 5.7 
50.4% 

$2014.4 
49.6% 

$4060.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1979 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

BY CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

1979.1980 

Decreasing St8bh Increasing 

$1 164.5 
48.8% 

$1219.7 
51.2% 

$2384.2 
100.0 Yo 
58.7% 

$543.8 
48.1 Yo 

$586.7 
51.9% 

$389.2 
51.2% 

$371.7 
48.8% 

$760.9 
100.0% 
18.8 O/O 

1979 

$205.7 
52.8% 

5183.5 
47.2 Yo 

$491.9 
53.8% 

$423.0 
46.2% 

$914.9 
100.0% 
22.5% 

?& 

$234.3 
51.6% 

$219.9 
48.4 Yo 

$389.2 5454.2 $1130.5 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
57.3%' 1 9.7 O/o 23.0% 



AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Porcont 

TABLE A-VI-7 r. 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY POPULATION GROWTH 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Non-NSAICitywide 
Amount 
Poreon1 

Tot81 
Amount 
Column Percont 
Row Porcont 

NATIONAL 

1980 

Slosl.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 '10 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY POPULATION GROWTH 

Decreasing 

$620.7 
49.5% 

$633.0 
50.5% 

$1253.7 
100.0~/0 
6 0 . 1  O/O 

1980 

St8blO 

$183.6 
49.4% 

$188.2 
W.6% 

$371.8 
1 00.0 O/O 

17.8% 

Increasing 

$257.6 
55.9% 

$203.1 
44.1 O/o 

$460.7 
100.0% 
22.1 Yo 



AREA TYPE 

TABLE A-VI-8 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

197@-1@w 

$2045.7 
50.4% 

$2014.4 
49.6% 

uoso. 1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

iam 

$983.8 
40.8% 

$990.1 
50.2?4 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

CITY PERCEN? MINORITY 

1079.1W 

2140% 4140% 61 + % Puulo 020% 
R k o  

52.5% 44.4% 50.4Ye 56.8% 
$202.8 $52.9 $82.2 743.8 $954.1 

48.3% 

$765.7 
50.7 ?/o 

$864.3 
47.5% 

$1509.5 $1818.4 
100.0% 100.0% 
37.4% 46.0% 

$253.6 
55.6 Ye 

82 .1  
40.0% 

$65.6 
44.4% 

$456.4 $105.0 $147.8 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

11.3% a.096 atn 

1078 

$1 19.0 $32.7 $32.0 $357.0 $439.1 
49.2% 50.3% 46.8% 40.0% 51.2Ye 

$123.1 $32.2 $36.3 $372.5 $418.9 
50.8% 49.7Ye 63.1 n 51.0% 443.8% 

$729.5 
100.0% 
37.2O/e 

3858.0 
100.0% 
43.7% 

$242.1 
100.0% 
12.3% 

$64.9 
100.0% 

3.3% 

$08.3 
100.0% 
3.6% 



TABLE A-VI-8 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollara In Mllllons) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Pucont 

NorrNSN 
Clly-wld. 

Amount 
fucont 

Amount 
Column P-t 
RowPucont 

TO181 

NATIONAL 

1B80 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 Yo 

$2086.2 
100.0 O/O 

100.0% 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

DMK 

$386.7 
49.6% 

$393.2 
50.4% 

$779.9 
100.0% 
37.6 '/o 

2 1 4 %  

5514.9 
53.6% 

$445.4 
46.4% 

$960.3 
100.0% 
46.3% 

1980 

4140% 

$83.7 
39.1 Yo 

$130.6 
60.9% 

$214.3 
100.0% 
10.3% 

61 + % 

$20.2 
50.4% 

$19.8 
49.8% 

$40.0 
lW.O% 

1.9w 

Pwrto 
Rlcs 

63.1 % 
$50.2 

$29.3 
39.9% 

$79.5 
100.0% 

3.8% 



AREA TYPE' 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

I 
--A 

TABLE A-VI-9 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1976-1 980 

$1960.2 
61.5% 

$1 228.9 
38.5% 

$3189.0 
100.0 O/O 

100.0% 

1979 

$934.8 
59.7% 

$629.8 
40.3% 

$1 564.6 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least 
Distressed 

$1 76.4 
46.6% 

$202.6 
53.4% 

$379.0 
100.0~0 
11.9% 

$87.5 
44.9% 

$107.4 
55.1 '/o 

$194.9 
100.0% 
12.4 Yo 

1976-1 980 

Moderate 
Distress 
$584.9 

61.2% 

$371.1 
38.8% 

$956.0 
100.0% 
30.0% 

1979 

$296.7 
61.7% 

$184.5 
38.3% 

$481.2 I 

100.0% 
30.8% 

Most 
Distressed 
$1 198.9 

64.7% 

$655.2 
35.3% 

$1854.0 
100.0% 
58.1 Yo 

$550.6 
62.0% 

$337.9 
38.0% 

$888.5 
100.0% 
56.8% 

Excludes Citywide 



TABLE A-VI-9 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY APEAS 

BY CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE' 

NSA 
Amount 
p.r#nt 

Nan-NSA 
Amount 
Pucm4 

Amount 
Column P o m t  
RarrPuwnt 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1- 

$1025.4 
63.1 Yo 

5599,l 
38.9Yo 

$1624.5 
100.0% 
100.0~/0 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least 
Di8tressed 

$89.0 
48.3% 

$95.2 
51.7% 

$184.2 
100.0% 
11.3% 

1980 

Moderate 
DiStm88 
$288.2 
60.7% 

$186.6 
39.3% 

$474.8 
100.0% 
29.2% 

Mort 
Dlrtm8ud 

$848.2 
67.1 % 

$317.3 
32.9VO 

$965.5 
100.0~/0 
59.4% 

Excluder City-wlde 



- -~ - 
, 

TABLE A=VI=lO 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars .in Millions) 

AREA TYPE* 

NSA 
Amount 
PuconI 

b N S A  
Amount 
Perant 

Amount 
Column Pucent 
CIarrhrOmt 

Total 

NSA 
Amount 
Pucent 

NorrNSA 
Amount 
POmw 

Amount 
column P.rcrmt 
RawpII#rrt 

TOtd 

NATIONAL 

SlfH7.3 
61.3% 

S 1253.8 
38.7% 

$3241.1 
100.0% 
1w.ow 

1078 

$949.4 
59.7% 

$642.1 
40.3% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

LOW AND MOOERATE INCOME BENEFIT 

Low and 
Moderate 

lncomo 
&rwtlt 

$1297.2 
64.7% 

$708.7 
35.3% 

$2005.9 
100.0 O/O 

81.8% 

$615.4 
62.8% 

$365.0 
37.2% 

$980.4 
100.0% 
61.6% 

lW@ 

NmLow and 
Modorat. 

IncOnU 
Buloti t 

55.9Yo 
$890.1 

$5+5.l 
44.1 Yo 

$1235.2 
100.0% 
38.1 H 

$334.0 
!%7o/r 

$277.1 
45.3% 

$611.1 
100.0% 
38.4% 



TABLE A-Wl-10 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY BlNBFlT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE' 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Total 

Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1037 
62.9% 

$61 1.8 
37.1 Yo 

$1649.7 
100.0 Yo 
100.0% 

~ 

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME BENEFIT 

1980 

Low and 
Moderate 

Income 
Benefit 

$681.8 
66.5% 

$343.7 
33.5% 

$1025.5 
100.0% 
62.2% 

Non-Low and 
Moderate 

Income 
Benefit 

$356.1 
57.1 Yo 

$268.1 
42.9% 

$624.2 
100.0% 
37.8% 

Excludes City-wide 



L 

AREA TYPE' 

NSA 
Amount 
pw#nt 

b N S A  
Amount 
Fucalt 

Total 
Amount 
column Porwnt 
Rorrp.rccnrt 

#M 
Amount 
Pllcrclt 

b N S A  
Amount 
Puwnt 

TOtd 
Amount 
Column Psrcml 
RowPolcent 

TABLE A-VI-11 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

l@IQ1@80 

$1986.8 
61.1% 

$1271.6 
38.9% 

$3268.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

lo?@ 

$951.4 
58.3% 

$652.3 
40.?% 

$1603.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 

020% 

55.0% 
$716.1 

s505.1 
45.0% 

$1301.2 
100.0% 

' 39.8% 

2 1 4 %  

$236.0 
62.0% 

$144.9 
38.0% 

$380.9 
100.0% 
11.7% 

19791aw 

4140% 6140% 

$188.9 $206.7 
60.4% 86.4?h 

$123.7 $104.7 
39.6% 33.6% 

$3 12.6 $31 1.4 
100.0% 100.0% 

B.6./0 g.5vo 

61 + % 

$567.0 
69.4% 

$250.3 
30.6Ya 

5817.3 
100.0% 
25.0% 

P W O  
R b O  

56.8% 
$82.1 

$62.9 
43.4% 

$1 45.0 
1Oo.O'h 

4.4% 

1818 

ubre.3 $122.5 $90.0 sm.9 8266.8 $31 .a 
S.6% 61 3% 58.0% 67.9% 86.6% 47.1% 

$295.0 $75.4 $65.3 $47.2 $133.6 $35.8 
46.4% 38.1 Yo 42.0% 32.1 Yo 33.3% 52.9% 

$635.3 $197.9 $155.3 $147.1 $400.4 $67.7 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0 Yo 100.0% 

39.6% 12.3% 9.7% 9.2% 8.0% 4.2% 

'Excludes City-wlde 



TABLE A-VI-11 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE' 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

NomNSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1045.3 
62.8% 

$61 9.3 
31.2% 

$1664.6 
100.0% 
9 00.0% 

TRACT PERCENT MINORITY 

0-20% 

$375.7 
56.4% 

$290.1 
43.6% 

$665.7 
100.0% 
40.0% 

21-40% 

$1 13.6 
62.0% 

$69.5 
38.0% 

$183.1 
100.0% 
11 .O% 

1980 
41 -60% 61-80% 

$98.7 $106.8 
62.8% 65.0% 

$58.4 $57.5 
37.2% 35.0% 

$157.1 $164.3 
100.0% 

9.4% 9.9% 
100.0% 

81 + % 

$300.3 
72.0% 

$1 16.7 
28.0% 

$41 7.0 
100.0% 
25.1 O/o 

Puerto 
Rlco 

64.9% 
$50.2 

$27.1 
35.1 '/o 

$77.3 
100.0% 

4.6% 

' Excludes Citywide 



1 

TABLE A-VI-12 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY PROGRAM PURPOSE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSN 
citywide 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1061.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 Yo 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

PROGRAM PURPOSE 

1980 

Conserve/ Neighbor- Genera I Provision Economic 
Expand Conrerva- Public of Social Develop. 

Housing tion Improve Services ment 
Stock ments & 

selviC.8 

$458.2 $389.1 $2.0 $151.1 $59.7 
52.0% 76.5% 0.7% 70.1 Yo 30.4 yo 

$423.5 $1 19.4 $279.8 $64.5 $136.7 
48.0% 23.5% 99.3% 29.9% 69.6% 

$881.7 $508.5 $281.8 $215.6 $196.4 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

42.3% 24.4% 13.5% 10.3% 9.4% 



TABLE A-VI-13 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

NomNSAI 
Citywlde 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSAI 
Citywide 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 

- Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979-1980 

$2045.7 
50.4% 

$2014.4 
49.6% 

$4060.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

1979 

$983.8 
49.8% 

$990.1 
50.2% 

$1973.9 
1 00.0 O/O 

100.0% 

I ACTIVITY GROUP I 

Housing 
Rehab & 
Related 

$644.0 
47.4% 

$714.2 
52.6 Yo 

$1 356.2 
1 00.0 O/O 

33.5% 

$283.4 
. 44.3% 

$355.9 
55.7% 

$639.3 
1 00.0 O/O 

32.4 '/o 

Public 
works 

$511.1 
47.8% 

$558.5 
52.2% 

$1 069.6 
100.0% 
26.4% 

$267.8 
52.2% 

$245.5 
47.8% 

$513.3 
100.0% 
26.0% 

1979-1980 

Acquisi- Public 
tionl services 

Demolition 

$339.2 $340.6 
46.1 Y o  78.8% 

$395.8 $91.8 
53.9% 21.2% 

$735.0 $432.4 
100.0% 100.0% 
18.1 YO 10.7% 

1979 

$164.8 $158.4 
43.6% 74.6% 

$213.4 $53.9 
56.4% 25.4% 

$378.2 $212.3 
100.0% 100.0% 
19.2% 10.8% 

Public 
Facilities 

$124.2 
44.3% 

$1 56.3 
55.7% 

$280.5 
100.0% 

6.9% 

$61.1 
45.8% 

$72.1 
54.2% 

$1 33.2 
100.0% 

6.8% 

open 
spscesa 

$86.6 

P d s  

47.0% 

$97.8 
53.0% 

$184.4 
180.0% 

4.5% 

$48.3 
49.5% 

$49.2 
50.5% 

$97.5 
100.0% 

4.9% 



-a 

TABLE A-VI-13 * 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

BY ACTIVITY GROUP 
(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 
Amount 
Percent 

Non-NSN 
Citywide 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1961.9 
50.9% 

$1024.3 
49.1 o/o 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

- 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Housing 
Rehab & 
Related 

$360.7 
50.2% 

$358.2 
49.8% 

$71 8.9 
100.0% 
34.5% 

Public 
works 

$243.2 
43.7% 

$313.0 
56.3% 

$556.2 
100.0% 
26.7% 

1980 

Acquisi- Public 
tionl Services 

Demolition 

$174.4 $182.2 
48.9% 82.8% 

$182.5 $37.7 
51.1 '/o 17.2 '/o 

$356.9 $219.9 
100.0% 

17.1 '/o 10.5% 
100.0% 

Public 
Facilities 

$63.1 
42.9% 

$84.1 
56.1 Yo 

$147.2 
100.0% 

7.1 O/O 

Open 
Spaces & 

Parks 

$38.3 
44.1 '/o 

$48.6 
55.9% 

$86.9 
100.0% 

4.2% 



t 

city S h  

To 100,000 
Amount 
Pwcant 

Amount 
Poscont 

Amount 
Pucont 

100,000-249,998 

250,000-489,999 

500,000-@99.889 
Amount 
Pucmt 

1,000,000 + 
Amount 
P.rG8nt 

Amount 
Column Percon! 
Raw Puccwrt 

Total 

-- -.__A 

TABLE A-VI-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CITY SIZE AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

197Q-1980 

$1002.9 
24.7% 

$ 706.4 
17.4Oh 

s 579.9 
14.3Oh 

$ 626.8 
15.4Oh 

$1144.1 
28.2% 

s44oso. 1 
100.0% 
1o0.O0h 

AREA TYPE 

19791 980 

NSA “sucity-wid. 

$ 551.9 
27.0% 

$ 353.5 
17.3Ok 

S 254.6 
12.5%~ 

$ 314.8 
15.4% 

$ 570.9 
27.9% 

$2045.7 
100.0% 
50.4% 

$ 451.0 
22.4% 

$ 352.9 
17.5% 

$325.3 
16.2% 

$ 312.0 
15.5% 

$ 573.2 
28.5% 

$2014.4 
100.0% 
48.6% 



I 

Clty Sizo 

To 100,000 
Amount 
Pucant 

250,000-499.999 
Amount 
Pucant 

M)o,ooo-999,999 
Amount 
P.rc.nt 

1,000,000 + 
Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Column Percent 
R o w  Puconl 

Total 

TABLE A-VI-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CITY SIZE AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars On Millions) 

NATIONAL 

I 979 

$ 493.9 
25.0% 

$ 359.0 
18.2% 

$ 278.9 
14.1 % 

$ 329.8 
16.7% 

$ 512.4 
26.Q% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0 % 

1 a79 

NSA 

$278.4 
28.3% 

$174.3 
17.7% 

$130.6 
13.3% 

$169.6 
17.2% 

$230.9 
23.5% 

S983.8 
100.0% 
49.8% 

Nm-NSAI 
crty-wra 

$2 15.5 
21.8% 

$184.7 
18.7% 

$148.3 
1 5.0 X 

$160.2 
16.2% 

$20 1.5 
28.4% 

$990.1 
100.0% 
50.2% 



City Sizo 

To 100,000 
Amounl 
Pucont 

Amounl 
Puconl 

Amounl 
Puconl 

Amounl 
Pucont 

1,000,000 + 
Amounl 
Porconl 

Amounl 
Column Percent 
Row Porconl 

100.000-249,999 

250,000-499,999 

500.000-999,999 

Total 

TABLE A-VI-14 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE COBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CITY SIZE AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

~ 

NATIONAL 

1980 

s 509.2 
24.4% 

s 347.4 
16.7Ok 

s 300.8 
14.4% 

S 297.0 
14.2% 

S 631.7 
30.3% 

S20M6.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

1980 

NSA 

S 273.6 
25.8"k 

S 179.2 
16.9% 

S 123.9 
11.7X 

5 145.2 
13.7% 

S 340.0 
32.0% 

Non-NSAI 
cirpwid. 

$ 235.6 
23.0% 

$168.2 
16.4% 

$ 176.9 
17.3% 

S 151.8 
14.8% 

$ 291.7 
28.5% 

SlM1.9 $1024.3 
100.0% 

50.990 49.1 O k  

100.0% 



CENSUS TRACT 
DISTRESS 

Least Distrossod 
Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucmt 

Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Row Percent 
Cdumn Porcent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distrossod 

Total 

L -. 

TABLE A-VI-15 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS AND SPENDING IN 

NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

19791 980 

S 378.8 
1 1.9% 

$ 952.9 
29.9% 

$1852.2 
58.2% 

$3183.9 
100.0 O/O 

100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 

S 176.4 
9.0% 

s 584.9 
29.8% 

$1 198.9 
61.2% 

$1960.2 
61 5% 

100.0% 

5 202.6 
16.5% 

$ 371.1 
$ 30.2% 

S 655.2 
53.3% 

$1228.9 
38.5% 

100.0% 

‘Excludes citywide spending 



ANNUAL AND CUMULl 
CENSUS TF 

NEIGH 

CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Pucent 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Most Distressed 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

5 194.9 
12.5% 

$ 479.1 
30.7% 

3 887.5 
56.8% 

$1561.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

TABLE A-VI-15 

LTIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
,ACT DlSTRESS AND SPENDING IN 
BORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

AREA TYPE 

1979 

NSA "SA' 

5 87.5 
9.4x 

5296.7 
31.7% 

$550.6 
50.9 Yo 

$107.4 
17.1% 

$184.5 
29.3% 

$337.9 
53.6% 

5934.8 $629.8 
59.7 '!'o 40.3% 

100.0% 100.0% 

'Excludes city-wide spending 



L 

CENSUSTRACT 
DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Bucent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Pucmt  

. Amount 
Percmt 

Amount 
Row Percent 
Cdumn Percent 

Most Distressed 

Total 

TABLE A-VI-15 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS AND SPENDING IN 

NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$ 183.9 
11.3% 

S 473.8 
29.2% 

$ 964.7 
59.5% 

$1622.4 
100.0 Yo 
loo.oo/o 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 

s 89.0 
8.7% 

$ 288.2 
28.1 Yo 

S 648.2 
63.2 To 

$1025.4 
63.1 Yo 
100.0% 

N ~ ~ - N S A '  

$ 95.2 
15.9% 

$186.6 
31.1% 

$317.3 
53.0% 

$599.1 
36.9% 
100.0% 

Excludes ci ty-wide Spending 



TABLE A-VI-16 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Low and Moderate 
Income Benefit 

Low and Moderate 
Income Benefit 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and Moderate 
Income Benefit 

Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979-1 980 

$2005.9 
61.9% 

$1235.3 
38.1 Yo 

$3241.2 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 

$1297.2 
65.3% 

$ 690.1 
34.7% 

$1987.3 
100.0% 
61.3% 

1979-1 980 
Non-NS A' 

$ 708.7 
56.5% 

$ 545.1 
43.5% 

$1 253.8 
100.0% 
38.7 yo 

Excludes citywide spending 



TABLE A-VI-16 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Low and Moderate 
Income Bondit 

Low and Moderate 
Income Benefit 

Amount 
Pucmt 

Non-Low and Moderate 
Income Benefit 

Amount 
Pucent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

~ 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$ 980.4 
61.6% 

$ 611.1 
38.4% 

$1591.5 
100.0% 
100.0% 

~ 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 

$615.4 
64.8% 

$334.0 
35.2% 

0949.4 
100.0% 
59.6% 

1 979 
Non-NS A' 

$365.0 
56.8% 

$277.1 
43.2% 

$642.1 
1 100.0% 

40.4% 

'Excludes cily-wide spending 



TABLE A=VI-16 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
BENEFIT TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME CENSUS TRACTS 

AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Low and Moderate 
Income Bonefit 

Low and Moderate 
Income Benofit 

Amount 
Percent 

Non-Low and Moderato 
Income Benefit 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

- - 

NATIONAL 

1980 

$1025.5 
62.2% 

$ 624.2 
37.8% 

$1649.7 
100.0% 
100.Qoh 

AREA TYPE 

NSA Non-NSA' 

s 681.8 
65.7% 

$ 356.1 
34.3% 

$1037.9 
100.0% 
62.9% 

$343.7 
56.2% 

$268.1 
43.8% 

$61 1 .8 
100.0% 
37.1 % 

Excludes citywide spending 



TABLE A-VI-17 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY AND SPENDING IN 

NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Census Tract 
Puwnt vrnofity 

0-20 54 
Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucmt 

2140% 

0160% 

$1 -80 54 
Amount 
Pucant 

Amount 
Pucmt 

81% + 

Puerto Rico 
Amount 
Pucant 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Rorr Pucmnt 

Total 

1979.1980 

$1301.2 
39.8% 

s 380.9 
11.7% 

$ 312.6 
9.6% 

S 311.4 
9.5% 

S 817.3 
25.0% 

S 145.0 
4.4OA 

$3268.4 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 

S 716.1 
35.9% 

s 236.0 
11.8 

s 188.9 
9.5% 

S 206.7 
10.4% 

$ 567.0 
28.4% 

S 82.1 
4.1 

$1996.8 
100.0%# 
61.1% 

f 8701 980 

"SA' 

s 585.1 
46.0% 

s 144.9 
11.4% 

S 123.7 
9.7% 

S 104.7 
8.2% 

s 250.3 
1Q7% 

s 62.9 
5.0% 

$1271.6 
100.0% 
38.9% 

Excludes citywide spending 



Census Tract 
Porcon t Minority 

0-20 % 
Amount 
Pucent 

21 -40 % 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

41 -60 % 

61 -80 % 
Amount 
Percen t 

81 + %  
Amount 
Percent 

Puerto Rico 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Raw Percent 

Total 

TABLE A-VI-17 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY AND 

SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

NATIONAL 
~~ 

1979 

S 635.3 
39.6 % 

$ 197.9 
12.3% 

S 155.3 
9.7% 

$ 147.1 
9.2% 

$ 400.4 
25.0% 

S 67.7 
4.2% 

$1603.7 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

NSA 

$340.3 
35.8% 

$122.5 
12.9% 

$ 90.0 
9.5% 

$ 99.9 
10.5% 

$266.8 
28.0% 

$ 31.9 
3.4% 

$951.4 
100.0% 
59.3 Yo 

1979 
N ~ N S A ~  

$295.0 
45.2% 

$ 75.4 
, 11.6% 

$ 65.3 
10.0% 

$ 47.2 
7.2% 

$133.6 
20.5% 

s 35.8 
5.5% 

5652.3 
100.0% 
40.7% 

'Excludes city-wide spending 



TABLE A-Vb17 
*I 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE COBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT PERCENT MINORITY AND 

SPENDING IN NEGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in. Millions) 

Conaur Tract 
Pycwrt ylnority 

0 2 0  w 
Amount 
Pucmt 

Amount 
Pucmt 

Amount 
Pwcrnt 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucont 

Puerto Rico 
Amount 
Percant 

Amount 
Column Pwcont 
Row Puwnt  

ll-4OH 

4140% 

6140% 

l l +  H 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1080 

S 665.8 
40.0% 

S 183.1 
1 1 .O% 

S 157.1 
9A0k 

S 164.3 
9.9% 

$ 417.0 
25.1 % 

s 77.3 
4.6% 

$1664.6 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

1980 

NSA "SA' 

s 375.7 
35.9% 

S 113.6 
10.9% 

s 98.7 
9.4 % 

S 106.8 
10.2% 

s 300.3 
28.7 Yo 

s 50.2 
4.8% 

S1045.3 
100.0% 
62.8% 

$290.1 
46.0% 

S 69.5 
11.2% 

s 58.4 
0.4% 

s 57.5 
0.3% 

$1 16.7 
18.0% 

$ 27.1 
4.4% 

$619.3 
100.0% 
37.2% 

lExcludes citywide spending 

- 



TABLE A-VI-18 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
PURPOSE AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

PROGRAM PURPOSE 

ConserveExpand 
Housing Stock 

Amount 
Pwcsnt 

Neighborhood 
Conservation 

Amount 
Pucent 

General Public 
Improvements & 
Services 

Amount 
Pucont 

Provision of 
Social Services 

Amount 
Pucont 

Economic 
Development 

Amount 
Pucmt  

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Porcont 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1980 

S 881.7 
42.3% 

S 508.6 
24.4% 

$ 281.8 
1 3.5 Yo 

S 215.6 
10.3% . 

$ 196.4 
9.4 % 

$2084.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

1880 

NSA 

S 458.2 
43.0% 

s 389.1 
37.0% 

s 2.0 - 

s 59.7 
6.0% 

$1060.1 
100.0% 
50.9% 

Non-NSA 

$ 423.5 
41.0% 

S 119.4 
12.0% 

S 279.8 
27.0% 

s 64.5 
6.0% 

S 136.7 
13.0% 

51023.9 
100.0% 
49.1 % 

Q 



ACTIVITY GROUP 

Housing Rohab 
& Roiatod 

Amount 
Pucont 

Public Works 
Amount 
P.rc.nt 

Acquisltlonl 
Domolitlon 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Porcont 

Open Spacer 
& Parks 

Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Public Senicos 

Public Facilities 

Total 

TABLE A-VI-19 

ANNUAL AND CULUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars n Millions) 

NATIONAL 

1979-1 980 

$1358.3 
33.5% 

$1069.6 
26.3% 

$ 735.1 
18.1 Yo 

S 432.3 
10.7% 

$ 280.5 
6.9% 

S 184.5 
4.5% 

$4060.1 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

1 979-1980 
NSA Non-NSA 

$ 644.0 S 714.2 
31.0% 35.0% 

S 511.1 
25.0% 

s 558.5 
28.0% 

S 339.2 S 395.8 
17.0% 20.0% 

S 340.6 
17.0% 

S 124.2 
6.0% 

$ 91.8 
5.0% 

S 156.3 
8.0% 

S 86.6 S 97.8 
4.0% 5.0% 

$2045.7 
1 00 .o % 
50.4 yo 

$2014.4 
100.0% 
49.6% 



TABLE A-VI-19 
12 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Housing Rohab 
C Related 

Amount 
P.rcent 

Public Works 
Amount 
Pucont 

Acquisition/ 
Demolition 

Amount 
Pucent 

Public Senices 
Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucent 

Amount 
Percont 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Public Facilities 

Open Spaces & Parks 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$ 639.4 
32.4% 

$ 513.3 
26.0% 

$ 378.2 
19.2 yo 

$ 212.4 
10.8% 

$ 133.3 
6.8 Yo 

s 97.5 
4.9% 

$1973.9 
100.0% 
100.0% 

AREA TYPE 

1979 
NSA “SA 

$284.4 
29.0% 

$267.8 
27.0% 

$164.8 
17.0% 

$158.4 
16.0 Yo 

$ 61.1 
6.0% 

S 48.3 
5.0% 

$984.8 
100.0% 
50.0% 

$355.9 
36.0% 

5245.5 
25.0% 

$213.4 
22.0% 

$ 53.9 
5.0% 

$ 72.1 
7.Ook 

$ 49.2 
5.0% 

$990.0 
100.0% 
50.0% 



TABLE A-VI-19 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
ACTIVITY GROUP AND SPENDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD STRATEGY AREAS 

(Dollars in Millions) 

ACTIVITY GROUP 

Housing Rehab 
C Related 

Amount 
Pucont 

Public Works 
Amount 
Percent 

Acquisitionl 
Demolition 

Amount 
Pucmt 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucont 

Amount 
Pucmt 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Public Smkm 

Public Facilltier 

Open Spaces di Parks 

Total 

NATlONAL 

1980 

$ 718.9 
34.5% 

s 556.3 
26.7 'Yo 

s 356.9 
17.1% 

$ 219.9 
10.5% 

5 147.2 
7.1 'Yo 

$ 87.0 
4.2% 

$2086.2 
100.0% 
100.0 70 

AREA TYPE 

1880 

"SA NSA 

s 360.7 
34.0% 

S 243.2 
23.0% 

S 174.4 
16.0°h 

$ 182.2 
17.0% 

S 63.1 
6.0% 

s 38.3 
4.0% 

$1061.9 
100.0% 
51.0% 

$ 358.2 
35.0% 

$ 313.0 
31.0% 

$ 182.5 
18.0% 

$ 37.7 
4.0% 

s 84.1 
8.0% 

$ 48.6 
5.0% 

$1024.1 
100.0% 
49.0% 



TABLE A-VI- 20 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND YEAR' 
(Dollars in Millions) 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

CUMULATIVE 

1978-1980 

$608.1 
12.6% 

$1443.4 
29.9% 

$2780.9 
57.5% 

$4832.4 
100.0 Yo 
100.0% 

~ 

BY YEAR 

1978 

$229.4 
13.9% 

$490.5 
29.8% 

$928.7 
56.3% 

$1648.6 
100.0% 
34.1 '/o 

1978-1980 

1979 

$194.8 
1 2.5 '/o 

$479.1 
30.7% 

$887.5 
56.8% 

$1561.4 
100.0% 
32.3% 

1980 

$183.9 
1 1.3% 

$473.8 
29.2 '10 

$964.7 
59.5% 

$1622.4 
100.0% 
33.6% 

'In this and in subsequent tables, row figures may not total to national figures due to rounding 
or exclusion of missing data. 



TABLE A-VI- 21 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

TRACT DISTRESS I 

h a r t  Distressed 
Amount 
Porcent 

Amount 
Porcent 

Moderate Distress 

Yost Distrorsed 
Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Porcent 

Total 

b a s t  Distrorsed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
?orcon t 

&noun t 
Column Pomnt 
Row Porcent 

roderato Distrosr 

Ywt Dlstnssed 

Tdrl 

NATIONAL 

1970-1880' 

$608.1 
1 2.6 ?'a 

$1443.4 
29.9 9 6  

$2780.9 
57.5% 

$4832.4 
1 00.0 9 0  

1 00.0 o/b 

1978 

$229.4 
13.9 O/o 

$490.5 
29.8 O/o 

$928.7 
!%.3% 

$1646.6 
100.0% 
lW.O% 

REGION 

1978.1980 

North 
Contra1 

$148.5 
10.4'/0 

$458 0 
32.Oob 

5823.8 
57.6% 

$1 430.3 
loo .o 4'0 

29.6OIo 

$51.4 
11.8% 

$138.1 
31.7% 

$246.7 
56.6 '/o 

$436.2 
100.0% 
26.5% 

North 
East 

$224.1 
1 6.5 90 

$409 4 
30.1 '10 

$726.3 
53.4O/O 

$1359.8 
L 100.0% 

28.1 % 

s97.5 
19.2% 

$160.8 
31.7% 

$249.2 
49.1 % 

$507.5 
lW.O% 
30.8 Yo 

South 

$132 2 
11.7% 

$325 7 
28 7': 

$675 1 
59.6' o 

$1133 0 
100 o c  c 

23 4 ' 0  

1978 

$46.8 
1 1.6 

$1 13 4 
28.0% 

$244.5 
60.4 '/o 

$404.7 
100 .o % 
24.5 ?lo 

West 

$73.3 
lo.oo/l 

5180.3 
24.6'0 

$479.6 
65 4 O  

$733.2 
100 oo/c 
15.2 4/0 

$24.0 
9.54'0 

$64.1 
25.54'0 

$163.6 
65.0°/n 

$251.7 
100.0 010 

15.3% 

Puerto 
Rico 

$29 0 
17.0 

s7c 0 
39 e r  

576 2 
43.3 : 

$176 1 
100.0? 

3.6 :. 

$9.6 
19.80 

$14.2 
29.2O 

$24.8 
51 .op 

$48.6 
100.0' 

2.9 

I A-197 
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TABLE A-VI-21 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND REGION 
(Dollars in Millions) 

TRACT DISTRES! 

br8t DbtrO88Od 
Amount 

I Porcont 

Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Porcont 

Amount 
Column Porcon 
Row Porcont 

Modotrto Dlrtrot~ 

YOrt DhtrOS8Od 

Tot8 1 

Yort Dlstrsnod 
Amount 
h m n t  

Amount 
Cdumn hrcmt 
lbrrPuwflt 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1879 

$194.9 
12.5 O h  

$479.1 
30.7 '/o 

$687.5 
56.8% 

$1561.5 
loo .o V O  
loo .o 010 

1wo 

$183.9 
11.3% 

8473.8 
29.2% 

m . 7  
Q.5% 

81622.4 
100.ovo 
100.0% 

REGION 

North North 
Contra1 k 8 t  

$46.8 $66.4 
10.5% 16.0% 

$143 7 $126.0 
32.2% 30.4% 

$255.2 ' $222.1 
57.3% 53.6 '10 

$445.7 ' $414.5 
loo.O% 
28.5% 

$50.3 
9.2% 

8176.3 
32*1% 

1321.8 
58.7% 

s548.4 
100.0'/0 
33.8% 

loo .o 010 

26.5% 

860.2 
13.8% 

$122.5 
28.0% 

s255.0 
58.3'10 

$437.7 
100 .o % 
27.0% 

1879 

h t h  

$49.8 
12 4 '10 

$122.3 
30.6 '10 

8228.0 
57.0% 

$400 1 
100 .O Oio 

8.6% 

1080 

835.6 
10.8% 

$00.1 
27.4% 

$202.6 
61.7% 

$328.3 
100 .o % 
a.2 Ye 

WO8t 

$22 4 
9.3 0.0 

$61.5 
25.5% 

$157.2 
65.2% 

8241.1 
100.0% 
15.4 '10 

SZ6.9 
11.2% 

854.8 
22.8% 

8158.8 
06.0% 

8240.5 
100.0% 
14.8% 

Puorto 
Rico 

$9 4 
15 7' c 

$25 6 
42.7 O E 

$24.9 
41.6'0 

$59.9 
1oo.oc c 

3.8 '. o 

$10.8 
16.0°/0 

$30.2 
44.7'/0 

$26.5 
s . 3 %  

$67.5 
100.0% 

4 ?'a 

~ 

A-198 



TABLE A-VI-22 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED 6")' 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

TRACT DISTRES 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distres 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percen, 
Row Percent 

Tota I 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1978-1980 

$608 1 
12 6'c 

$1443 4 
29 9'c 

$2780 9 
57.500 

$4832 4 
100 O O C  

100 0: 0 

1978 

$229.4 
13.9O/o 

$490.5 
29.8% 

$928.7 
56.3% 

$1648.6 
100.0~/0 
1 00.0 % 

AND CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CITY TYPE 

1978-1 980 

Suburban Centra I 

$530.9 
12 3 '  : 

$1284.1 
29.8 :' : 

$2499 1 
57.9c: 

$431 4.1 
1oo.occ 
89.3 c 

1978 

$441.7 
29.9Oio 

$832.8 
56.4% 

$1476.3 
100.0 V O  
89.5% 

S77.2 
14.9: : 

S159 3 
307': 

S2R1.8 
54.4': 

$518 3 
100.0 t 
10 7:: 

827.6 
16.0°c 

$48.8 
28.3 O'P 

$95.9 
55.7 4.0 

$172.3 
100.04~0 
10.5 '10 

n 

A-199 



TABLE A-VI.22 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND CITY TYPE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 

I Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

~~ ~ ~ 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$194.9 
1 2.5 '10 

$479.1 
30.7 '/o 

$887.5 
56.8% 

$1561.5 
1 00.0 Yo  
100.0 

1980 

$183.9 
11.3'10 

$473.8 
29.2 '10 

$964.7 
59.5% 

$1622.4 
1 00.0 O/O 
100.0% 

CITY TYPE 

Central 

$169.4 
1 2.2 % 

$420.5 
30.2'10 

$801 .O 
57.6 '10 

$1390.9 
1 00.0 010 
89.1 Y o  

$159.7 
11 .O% 

$421.9 
29.2 '10 

$865.3 
59.8% 

$1446.9 
100.0% 
89.2% 

Suburban 

$25.5 
1 4.9 '/c 

$86.5 
50.7'!c 

$1 70.6 
100.0 Of0  

10.94'0 

1980 

$24.2 
13.8 '10 

$51.9 
29.6 '10 

$99.4 
56.6% 

$175.5 
1 00 .o O/C 

1 0.8 4 0 

/I I A-200 



TABLE A-VI-23 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

I TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Modgrate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

I 

, 

Least Distressed 
, Amount 

Porcen t 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Mot t Distressed 
Amount 
Porcent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Porcent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1978-1 980 

$608.1 
1 2.6 O h  

$1443.4 
29.9'10 

$2780.9 
57.5% 

$4832.4 
100.0% 
1 00 .o O h  

1978 

$229.4 
13.9% 

$490.5 
29.8% 

$928.7 
56.3% 

$1648.6 
100.0% 
100.0% 

GRANT SIZE 

TO 
$1 ,o0o,ooo 

$22.2 
12.2% 

$762.6 
34.4 o'a 

$97.1 
53.4 90 

$181.9 
100.0 % 

3.7% 

$5.8 
8.6% 

$23.0 
34.2% 

$38.4 
57.1 "h 

$67.2 
100.0% 

4.1 O h  

1978.1980 

~1,000,000~ $2,000,000- 
$1,999,999 $3,999,999 

$63.5 
12.5% 

$150.9 
29.6% 

$295.1 
57.9% 

$509.5 
100 .o 0;o 
10.5% 

$29.8 
16.2% 

$50.8 
27.7 '/o 

$103.0 
56.1 '/o 

$183.6 
1 00 .o O h  

ll.lV0 

$100.4 
11.6O+. 

$224.4 
26.04.2 

$537.8 
62.3% 

$862.6 
100.0% 

17.8?/0 

1978 

$24.9 
11.8% 

$52.9 
25.0% 

$133.7 
63.2% 

$211.5 
100.0% 
12.8 Ol0 

$4.000.000* $1 0,000,000 
s9;999;999 

$111.6 
13.1 ',b 

$259.3 , 

30.4Ot 

$482.9 
56.6Ob 

$853.8 
10O.O~c 

17.7G.i 

$48.6 
13.9% 

$97.8 
28.0% 

$202.4 
58.0% 

$348.8 
100.0% 
21.2% 

+ 

$310.5 
12.8': 

$746.3 
30.8' : 

$1 368.1 
56.4 c 

$2424.9 
1oo.oj G 
50.2- : 

$120.3 
14.4c,'o 

$266.1 
31.8'/0 

$451.1 
53.95.b 

$837.5 
1oo.oo/c 
50.8% 

A-201 



TABLE A-VI-23 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND GRANT SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

1 
TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 

I Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Porcent 
Row Percent 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$194.9 
1 2.5 O/o 

$479.1 
30.7 O h  

$887.5 
56.8% 

$1561.5 
1 00.0 % 
100.0 010 

1900 

$1 83.9 
1 1.3 % 

$473.8 
29.2% 

$964.7 
59.5% 

$1622.4 
100.0% 
1'00.0% 

GRANT SIZE 

TO 
$1,000,000 

$10.4 
24.6O.0 

$20.6 
31.64'0 

$34.1 
52.440 

$65.1 
1 00.0 O i o  

4.2Oio 

$10.7 
12.0% 

I 

26.1 % 
$23.2 

$55.1 
61.9% 

$89.0 
1 00.0 % 

5.5% 

1979 

Sl,OOO,OOO- $2,000,000- $4,000,000- $1 0,000,000 
$1,999,999 83,999,999 $9,999,999 

$17.8 
12.0°/0 

$51.5 
34.8 O h  

$78.8 
53.2% 

$148.1 
100 0 O/O 

9.5% 

$26.2 
15.7 % 

$42.1 
25.2 % 

$98.8 
59.1 % 

$167.1 
100.0% 
10.3% 

$38.2 
14.6',0 

$65 1 
24.9 '~ 

$158.0 
60.5c/o 

$261.3 
1 00.0 ?/o 
16.7 "/a 

1900 

$27.4 
9.4% 

$89.5 
30.6% 

J 

$1 75.9 
60.1 % 

$292.8 
100.0% 
18.0% 

$31.4 
9.3"o 

$107.7 
32 O c c  

$197.7 
58.7 b o  

$336.8 
1oo.oc~o 
21.6O.c 

$28.6 
11.4D/b 

$72.8 
29.1 "/o 

$748.9 
59.5 % 

$250.3 
100.0 % 
1 5.4 '10 

+ 

$97 1 
12.9:: 

$234.2 
31.2': 

$418 9 
55.8 ' c 

$750.2 
100 0: 
48.0 

$90.9 
11.ooc 

$246.3 
29.9 c 

$486.0 
59.0'5 

$823.2 
103.oc c 
50.7 ',,c 

A-202 



TABLE A-VI= 24 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

I TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATION A L 

1978.1 980 

$608.1 
12.6 Yo 

$1443.4 
29.9% 

$2780.9 
57.5% 

$4832.4 
1 00.0 010 
100.0 O/O 

1978 

$229.4 
13.9% 

$490.5 
29.8% 

$928.7 
56.3% 

$1648.6 
100.0% 
1 00.0 Y o  

CITY SIZE 

TO 
100,000 

$176.7 
1 4 .O O/c 

$375.5 
29.6 O/o 

$714.4 
56.4 '/o 

$1266.6 
1 00.0 Y o  
26.2% 

$63.3 
15.1 '/o 

$123.6 
29.4% 

$232.8 
55.5% 

$419.7 
1 00 .o Y o  
25.5% 

100,000* 
249,999 

$1 14.8 
1 2.2 O/O 

$287.4 
30.5Oh 

$541.5 
57.4 '/o 

$943.7 
1 00.0 010 
19.5% 

$38.7 
12.4% 

$84.6 
27.2% 

$187.7 
60.4 '10 

$31 1 .O 
100.0% 
18.9% 

1978.1 980 

250,000. 
499,999 

$71.1 
, 10.20/b 

$229.4 
32.9 O/o 

$397.5 
56.9% 

$698.0 
loo.oo~o 
14.4 '/o 

1978 

$26.0 
10.7 O/o 

$78.3 
32.3% 

$138.4 
57.0% 

$242.7 
100.0 % 
14.7 O/o 

500,000~ 1,000,000 
999,999 + 

$94.2 $151.3 
11.7% 1 3.5 4.i 

$227.4 $323.7 
28.3 O h  28.9 90 

t 

$481.2 
59.9Oio 

$802.8 
100.0 OIG 

16.6 O h  

$31.5 
11.5% 

$75.8 
27.6% 

$167.5 
61 .O% 

$274.8 
100.0 O/O 

16.7% 

$646.2 
57.6Ob 

$1121.2 
1 00.0 3.0 
23.2' c 

$69.9 
17.5% 

$128.2 
32.0% 

$202.3 
50.54'0 

$400.4 
100.00~0 
24.3 O h  



TABLE A-VI-24 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND CITY SIZE 
(Dollars in Millions) 

YRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Yotal 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$194.9 
12.5% 

$479.1 
30.7°io 

$887.5 
56.8% 

$1 561.5 
1 00.0 010 
100.0% 

1980 

$183.9 
11.3% 

$473.8 
29.2% 

$964.7 
59.5% 

$1622.4 
100.0% 
1 00.0 % 

CITY SIZE 

YO 
100,000 

$55.9 
13.5?/0 

$126.2 
30.5 '10 

$232.3 
56.1 % 

$414.4 
1 00.0 % 
26.5% 

$57.6 
13.3% 

$125.7 
2.9% 

$249.3 
57.6% 

$432.6 
loo .o % 
26.7% 

100,000- 
249,999 

$40.2 
12.34'~ 

$104 7 
32.1 O / b  

$181.7 
55.6% 

$326.6 
100.0 % 
20.9% 

$35.9 
11.7% 

$98.1 
32.0% 

$172.1 
56.2% 

$306.1 
1 00.0 % 
18.9% 

1979 

250,000. 
499,999 

$26.5 
11 .5 '~  

$79.2 
34.340 

$125.4 
54.3 % 

$231.1 
1 00.0 c/o 
14.8'10 

1980 

$18.7 
8.3% 

$71.9 
32.1 '/o 

$1 33.7 
59.6% 

$224.3 
100.0% 
13.8% 

500,000- 
999,999 

$36.9 
1 3.3 0.b 

$77.1 
27.8 

$163.4 
58.9% 

$277.4 
1 00.0 0.3 
17.8% 

$25.8 
1 0.3 O/o 

$74.5 
29.7 '/o 

$150.3 
60.0% 

$250.6 
100.0% 
15.4% 

1,000,000 + 

$35.5 
1 1 . 4 ' ~  

$91.8 
29 4 ' 1 ;  

$184.6 
59.2 i 

$31 1.9 
100 0': 
20.00 c 

$45.9 
11.2% 

$103.7 
25.4 4b 

$259.3 
63.4O/c 

$408.9 
100.00b 
25.2O.o 
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TABLE A.VI.25 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Loas t Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 

Total 
Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1918.1980 

$608.1 
12.6% 

$1443.4 
29.9% 

$2780.9 
57.5 % 

54832.4 
100.0 % 
1 00.0 % 

1978 

$229.4 
13.9% 

$490.5 
29.8% 

$928.7 
56.3% 

$1648.6 
100.0 Y o  
100.0% 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

0-20% 

$227.7 
11.7% 

$576.1 
29.6 % 

$1 144.9 
58.8% 

$1 948.7 
100.0 % 
40.5 '/o 

$81.4 
12.5% 

$191.7 
29.4% 

$379.0 
58.1 % 

$652.1 
100.0% 
.39.7 Yo 

21.40% 

$263.4 
12.8% 

$605.8 
29.5 ?'a 

$1 182.7 
57.6% 

$2051.9 
100.0 % 
42.7 % 

$106.0 
1 4.8 % 

$218.8' 
30.6% 

$391.1 
54.6% 

$71 5.9 
100.0% 
43.6 % 

1978.1 980 

41.6Oo/o 

$65.2 
12.6% 

$148.0 
28.6% 

$305 1 
58.9'10 

$518.3 
100.0 % 
10.8% 

1978 

$25.0 
13.5% 

$51.3 
27.8% 

$108.4 
58.7 Yo 

$184.7 
100.0% 
11.3% 

61 + O/O Puerto Rico 

$19.6 
17.0% 

$37.4 
32.4% 

$58.6 
50.7% 

$1 15.6 
100.0 % 

2.4% 

$6.2 
15.7% 

$12.8 
32.3% 

$20.6 
52 ,O % 

$39.6 
100.0% 

2.4% 

$29.9 
17.0% 

$70.0 
39.ac c 

$76.2 
43 3OC 

$176.1 
100.0 0'; 

3.7% 

$9.6 
19.8O/o 

$14.2 
29.2 % 

$24.8 
51 .O% 

$48.6 
100.0% 

2.9% 
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TABLE A-VI= 25 

ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE CDBG PROGRAM FUNDS BUDGETED BY 
CENSUS TRACT DISTRESS 

AND CITY PERCENT MINORITY 
(Dollars in Millions) 

TRACT DISTRESS 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

Least Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Moderate Distress 
Amount 
Percent 

Most Distressed 
Amount 
Percent 

Amount 
Column Percent 
Row Percent 

Total 

NATIONAL 

1979 

$194.9 
12.5'10 

$479.1 
30.7% 

$887.5 
56.8 '10 

$1561.5 
1 00.0 010 

100.0 Y o  

1980 

8183.9 
11 -3% 

$473.8 
29.2% 

$964.7 
59.5% 

$1622.4 
100.0% 
100.0 010 

CITY PERCENT MINORITY 

0.20% 

$73.4 
11.6% 

$1 95.6 
30.8 ','o 

$366.3 
57.7 V o  

$635.3 
1 00.0 % 
40.9'10 

872.9 
11 .O% 

$188.9 
28.6% 

$399.5 
60.4% 

$661.3 
100.0% 
41.0% 

21 -40% 

$77.3 
12.3% 

$184.7 
29.3% 

$368.5 
58.4% 

$630.5 
100.0% 
40.5% 

$80.1 
1 1.4 Y o  

$202.4 
28.7% 

$423.1 
60.0% 

$705.6 
100.0% 
43.7% 

1979 

41.60% 

$24.6 
13.6 O h  

$56.5 
31.1 '10 

$100.3 
55.3% 

$181.4 
100.0% 
1 1.7 '/o 

1 a80 

.$15.7 
10.3% 

$40.1 
26.3% 

$96.5 
63.4% 

$1 52.3 
100.0% 

9.4% 

61 + o/o Puerto Rico 

$9.4 
19.6 '10 

$14.6 
30.4% 

$24.0 
50.0% 

$48.0 
100.0% 

3.1 '/o 

$4.0 
14.3 yo 

$10.0 
35.7% 

$14.0 
50.0% 

$28.0 
100.0% 

1 .7 '/o 

$9.4 
15.7 '10 

$25.6 
42.7% 

$25.0 
41.7Oi0 

$60.0 
1OO.O~;c 

3.9% 

$10.8 
16.0 O/O 

$30.2 
44.7 '/o 

$26.5 
39.3% 

$67.5 
100.0% 

4.2 '/o 
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A - V I I  CONTRACT CONDITIONING 

- i 

These tab les  d e t a i l  t he  frequency and type of grantee cont rac t  cond i t ions  t h a t  
occurred i n  F i s c a l  Years 1977 t o  1980 by progran type and HUD Region. The 
tab les  are discussed i n  Chapter 5 ,  Section 2 o f  the  repor t .  Data were 
canpl ied by the O f f i c e  of Evalaut ion f ran  in format ion  suppl ied by the  
Operat ional Analys is  D iv is ion ,  Cunmunity Planning and Development, HUO. 



T A B L E  

t 

Number o f  Number o f  Approved Grantees 

Communities Communities lumber Percent 
E l i g i b l e  CDBG Approved Conditioned 

A - V Y I  -1 

'1978 Tota l  1,343 1,304 318 24% 
Ent i t lement  Communities 622 172 28 

(Metro C i t i e s )  (541) ( 143 1 (26) 
( 29) (36) (Urban Counties) (81) 
146 .21 Hold Harml ess 682 

'1979 Total  1.335 1.294 338 26% 

FY1977 - FY1980 CfrBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 
CONTRACT CONDITIONING 

Ent i t lement Communities 

Hold Harml ess 

(Metro C i t i e s )  
(Urban Counties) 

597 168 28 
(519) 
(78) 

124 17 716 

Ent i t lement Communities 

Hold Harml ess 

(Metro C i t i e s )  
(Urban Counties) 

629 248 39 

665 90 14 

(545) (207) ( 38 
(84) (41  1 (49 

1980 Ent i t lement 
Communities 658 633 247 39% 
(Metro C i t i e s )  (549) ( 203 1 (37) 
(Urban Counties) (84) (44) (52) 

OURCE: 
f F i e l d  Operations and Monitoring, Community Planning and Development, HUD. 

Compiled by the O f f i ce  o f  Evaluation from data provided by the Of f ice  

A- 208  
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CONDITIONING 
TYPE 

Houslng Assistance Plan 

( ~ U b m ~ S S l o r l )  

(Implememtatlon) 

(CPPt913)' 

Program Ellglblllty 

Program Benefit 

Fair Housing and 
Equal Opportunity 

Program Progress 

Other' 

FREQUENCY AND TYPE OF FISCAL YEAR 1980 
GRANTEE CONDITIONING 

GRANTEES CONDITIONED CONDITIONS 

(A) (B) (C) 
Number of Number of Percent of 

Conditioned Conditioned Conditions 
Grantees Grantees 

129 52% 161 

80 

28 

35 

37 

388' 
- 

(24 yo) 

(21 Yo) 

32% 

32 yo 

11% 

14% 

15% 

85 

40 

42 

49 

(D) 
Percent of 

Total 
Condltions 

33% 

(4%) 

(16%) 

(13%) 

24 yo 

17% 

8 Yo 

8% 

10% 

156% 100% 

1. CPD Notice 79.13 provides for the conditional approval of entitlement appiicatlons proposing to use block grant funds 
for acquisition of housing sites pending HUD approval of the specific site@) in terms of site and neighborhood standards 
and its desirability for housing. 

2. Financial management, ReiocationlAcqusition, Citizen Participation 
and other conditioning types. 

3. Number of grantees adds to 388 because a grantee may be placed 
in more than one category and therefore may be double counted. 

4. Number of total conditions equal 495 and percent of condltloned grantees totals 156 percent 
because some of 247 conditioned were conditioned more than once. 

Source: Compute by Office of Evaluation from data provided by Operational 
Analysis Division, Community Planning and Development, HUD 



HAP 

(Resubmlssion) 

(Implementation) 

Program Ellglblllty 

Program Benellt 

FH + EO 

Program Progress 

Other 

Total 

Number of Condltloned 
Grantees 

Number 01 Total 
Condltlons 

TABLE A-VII- 3 

FREQUENCY OF CONDITIONED GRANTEES ,,.D TOTAL 
CONDITIONS IN FY1977-1979 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 
OF CONDITIONED GRANTEES OF TOTAL CONDITIONS 

1977 

15% 

- 
- 
16 

58 

14 

14 

10 

127%' 
- 

292 

1978 

26 ?'o 

(1 3) 

(1 3) 

18 

22 

32 

21 

12% 

131 % ' 
- 

31 8 

1979 

43 O/o 

(1 5) 

(28) 

28 

27 

17 

15 

1 6 YO - 
146% ' 

338 

1977 

12% 

- 
- 
12 

45 

11 

11 

9 

100% 
- 

371 

1978 

18% 

(9) 

(9) 

12 

14 

33 

15 

8 

100% 
- 

480 

1978 

31% 

(8) 

(23) 

20 

16 

13 

10 

10 

100% 
- 

597 

1 These figures indicate how many conditioned entitlement grantees were conditloned for each specific 

Source: Complied by Office of Eviuation from data provided by Operational Analysis Division, Community Planning and Development 

type of condition. Grantee percentages exceed 100% because some grantees are conditioned more than once. 

HUD 



TABLE A-VII-8 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT FUNDS AFFECTED 

BY CONDITIONAL APPROVAL 

FISCAL YEAR 
1978 1979 1980 

Ent i t 1 ement $2.778 $2.730 $2.720 
Funds (Billion) (Bi 11  ion 1 (Bi 11 ion) 
Entire Application $252 Million $101 Million $113 Million 
Amount Withheld ( 125 ) (77 grantees) (25 orantees) 
Part i a1 $84 Million -5188 $122 Million 
Hol  dback ( 7 8 )  (151 grantees) (140 qrantees) 
Total 

Amount $336 Million $289 Million $235 Million 
Number o f  Grantees ( 203 ) ( 228 ) f 165 ) Entitlement 
Communities Amount $302 Million $275 Million $235 Million 
H o l  d Harm1 ess 

Number ( 110 ) ( 3.69 1 ( 165 ) 

Amount $ 34 Million $ 14 Million 

I A-211 
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REGION 

I (Boston) 
II (New York) 

111 (Philadelphia) 
IV (Atlanta) 
V (Chicago) 

V I  (Fort Worthj 
VII (Kansas City) 
Vlll (Denver) 

IX (San Francisco) 
X (Seattle) 

Total 
(Metro City) 
(Urban County) 

NATIONAL 

TABLE A-VII. 5 

FISCAL YEAR '1 980 CONDITIONAL APPROVALS 
BY REGION 

I 
NUMBER OF PERCENT OF 

NUMBER OF CDBG APPROVALS APPROVALS 
CDBG APPROVALS CONDITIONED CONDITIONED 

55 
79 
60 
86 

124 
66 
23 
21 
99 
20 

9 
19 
29 
43 
34 
24 
9 

11 
59 
10 

16% 
24 
48 
50 
28 
36 
39 
60 
52 
60 

39 % 
(37%) 
(52%) 

Source: Compiled by Office of Evaluation from data provided by Operational Analysis Division, 
Community Planning and Development, HUD 



- 
TABLE A-VII-6 

F I S C A L  YEAR 1980 SUCCESSIVE ENTITLEMENT 
COMMUN I T 1  ES CONDIT ION I N G  

9 

YEARS CONDIT IONED'  NUMBER OF GRANTEES CONDIT IONED 
1977 - 1978 - - 980 - 1979 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 23 
X 40 

51 
X 5 

X X 9 
X 8 

X 13 
149 

All successive condtioning counts are mutual ly  exclusive. 

TOTAL 

XJRCE: 
3erat ional  Analysis D iv is ion ,  Community Planning and Development, HUD. 

Compiled by t h e  Off ice of Evaluation from data provided by 

I 
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REGION 

I 

AREA OFFICE 

Boston, Ma. 
Hartford, Cn. 

II 
Buffalo, NY 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
San Juan, PR 

111 
Baltimore, MD 
Philadelphia, PA 
Pittsburgh, PA 
Richmond, VA 
Washington, DC 

IV 
Atlanta, GA 
Birmingham, ALA 
Columbia, SC 
Greensboro, NC 
Jackson, MISS 
Jacksonville, FLA 
Knoxville, TN 
Louisville, KY 

TABLE A-VII- 7 

FY 1978-80 ENTITLEMENT CONDITIONAL APPROVALS 
BY REGION AND AREA OFFICE 

PERCENT OF APPROVALS CONDITIONED 

1978 

13% 
16% 

20% 
21% 
15% 
14% 

29 O h  

21% 
70 '10 
15% 
30 Y O  

29% 

2 O/O 

10% 
22 Yo 
35% 
60 O/O 

60 O/O 

7 '/o 

1979 

19% 
25% 

27% 
24% 
.15% 
0 O/O 

14% 
29 YO 
21 Yo 
10 O/O 

50 Y O  

24 O h  

9% 
20 Yo 
21% 
33 '/o 
76 Yo 
34 '/o 
21 Yo 

1980 

9% 
30 yo 

30 '/o 
54 '10 
1 6 O/O 

50 O/O 

41 '/o 
71% 
45% 
33 '10 

43% 
67 Yo 
33 '/o 
36 O/O 

80 O/O 

55% 
63 '/o 
1 4 '/o 



REGION 

V 

VI 

VI I 

Vlll 

IX 

X 

TABLE A-VII- 7 (continued) 

FY 1978-80 ENTITLEMENT CONDITIONAL APPROVALS 
BY REGION AND AREA OFFICE 

AREA OFFICE 

Chicago, ILL 
Columbus, OH 
Detroit, MlCH 
Indianapolis, IN 
Milwaukee, WIS 
MinneapoIislSt. 

Paul, MlNN 

Dallas, TX 
Little Rock, ARK 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 

Kansas City, MO 
Omaha, NEB 
St. Louis, 10 

Honolulu, HA 
Los Angeles, CA 
San Francisco, CA 

Anchorage, ALAS 
Portland, OR 
Seattle, WASH 

- 
PERCENT OF APPROVALS CONDITIONED 

1978 1979 1980 

28 Yo 
22% 
15% 
1 7 '/o 
0 Yo 

0 Y o  
38 '/o 
40% 
6 '/o 
8 Yo 

38 '10 
14% 
29 yo 

24 '/o 

0 Yo 
38 O/o 

12% 

1 9 O/O 

28 '10 
18% 
9 Y o  

1 1 Y o  

24 '/o 

33% 
54 O/O 

30 '10 
1 2 O/O 

28 '10 

0 O/O 

41 '10 
21 O/O 

26 O/O 

26 O/O 

21 O/O 

36 O/o 

1 3 '/o 
2 9 O/o 

50 '/o 

31 '/o 
71 '/o 
44 Y o  
20 O/O 

30 '/o 

1 1 O/O 

60 O/O 

50 '/o 

9 52% 

1 00 O/O 

83 O/o 

21 Yo 

100% 
57 O/O 

42 yo 



A-VI I I ECONOMIC DEovE LOPMENT 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  tables I con ta in  in format ion  f o r  CDBG Economic Development and 
Specially-Aut-horized Economic Development funding by f iscal  y e a r ,  c i ty  
distress, and s p e c i f i c  sub-purposa- .  T h e m  tables  relate t o  the  d i s cus s ion  o f  
CDBG Economio Development spending,  found i n  Chapter 5, Sec t ion  4 o f  t h i s  
r e p o r t .  Data i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  were der ived  by t h e  Office o f  Evalua t ion  from 
informat ion  contained i n  t h e  CDBG Evalua t ion  Data Base. 
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COMPOSITION O F  ECONOflfC DEVELOPMENT 

SPENDING FOR ALL CITIES,  1980 

Percentage of COB0 Funds Budgeted for Economic 
Dowbpmont Pu- In 1980 by CIty Churctwistks 

ACQ 24 
$48.6 

REHAB 
$22. I 

LDC 30.31% , ss9.s 
.76% 

OTHER 6.03% 

PUB UORKS 6.67% I I .26% 

I COM/IND FAC 9.22% 
PUB F A C I I W  10.85% $18. I 
$21.3 

25r 

, O t  
0) 

0" 1 5  
c 
C 

u 0 

z 1 0  
n 

5 

0 

Ctty Grant Slzo city Percent Clly clly 
Ylnorlly TYP. Growth lDB0 Population 

lOlOlO76 nooo,ooo) (oao, 

CIN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 



CDBG ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS 

BY C I T Y  DISTRESS, lese 

MOST 68.69% 
5134.9 

\ 

LEAST 14.15% 
527 .8  

MODERATE 17.16% 
5 3 3 . 7  

CIN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

COMPOSITION OF SPECIALLY AUTHORIZED 
ECONOWIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDING. 1070-1888 

1879 

1988 

0 I I  10 20 I 30 I 40 I 58 1 1 1 1 1  88 70 88 Q0 1 0 0  
PERCENT OF FU)JDING 



TABLE ArVIII-1 

C,DBG FUNDS BUDGETED FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 1978.1980 

(Dollars in Millions) 

YEAR 

1978 

1979 

1980 

197&1980 

Amount 

$218,875 

$213,998 

$221,407 

$654,280 

Percent of All 
Program Funds 

12% 

1 1 o/o 

11% 

11% 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Communlty Planning and Development, HUD, CDBG Evaluation Data Base 



TABLE A-VIII-2 

YEAR 

SPECIALLY AUTHORIZED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF ALL CDBG ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDING 1978.1980 

Total CDBG Specially Authorized Specially Authorized 
Economic Development Economk D.wlopmont As Po-t of Total r I 

(Dollars in Millions) 

1878 I $218,875 - 
1878 

1980 

$213,998 

$221.407 

$87,976 

$1 19,498 

41 Yo 

54% 

1 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development HUD; CDBG Evaluation Data Base 



COMPOSITION 

Acquisition for 
Economlc Development 

Public Facilities & 
Improvements for 
Economic Development 

Commercial and 
Industrlal Facilities 

Local Development 
Corporations 

Total 

TABLE A-Vlll-3 

COMPOSITION OF SPECIALLY AUTHORIZED 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDING 1979.1980 

(Dollars in Millions) 

YEAR 

1979 

$1 1,518 

$21,106 

$1 7,245 

$38,107 

$87,976 

1980 

$ 11,565 

$ 20,200 

$ 18,428 

$ 69,305 

$1 19,498 

19191980 

$ 20,082 

$ 41,306 

$ 35,674 

$1 07,411 2 

,$204,474 

Percent Chmg. 

., 

- 4% 

+ 7% 

+ 82% 

+ 36% 
'Less than 1% 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD; CDBG Evaluation Data Base 



CiTY DISTRESS 

Non-Distnroed 

Modoratdy Disttnssod 

Highly Dlstrossod 

All c i t iu  . 

TABLE A-VIII-4 

CDBG FUNDS BUDGETED FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

BY CITY DISTRESS 
(Dollars in Millions) 

Percent of CDBG 
Funds for 
Economic 

Development 

7 yo 

8% 

11% 

9% 

Percent of Ail 
COB0 Fund 

19% 

19% 

62 YO 

100% 

Amount for Percent of CDBG 
Economic Economic 

Deueiopnnnt Dovdopmont Fundr 

5 27,757 14% 

5 33,747 17% 

5134,895 69% 

SlQ6,aQ 100% 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development HUD, CDBG Evaluation Data Base 

0 



TABLE A-V111-5 

1980 COMPOSITION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
SPENDING ALL CITIES 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Acq. Related 

Rehab. Related 

Pub. Fac. 8 Imp. For ED 

Comm & Ind. Fac. 

Public Works 

Acq. f a  ED 

Parking F.c. 

Public sewkes 

Public F I c l l l t ~  

-sP=- 
All Actlrltier 

Amount Budgeted 

$ 59,512 

$ 37,598 

S 22,140 

$ 19,359 

S 18,073 

S 13,110 

S 11,045 

S 10,407 

$ 2,884 

$ 1,909 

s 302 

$196,399 

~~ ~ 

Percent of CDBG 
Economlc 

Development Funds 

30% 

19% 

11% 

10% 

9 Yo 

7% 

6 Yo 

5% 

2 Yo 

1 Yo 

100% 

*Less than 1%. 
Underlined Activities ere Specially Authorized. 

m 
N 
N a: 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning end Development, HUD; CDBG Evaiuatlon Data Base 



B 

ACllVmY 

LDC'S 

Acq. Related 

Rehab. Related 

Pub. Fac 8 Imp. fa 

Coma a I n d  Fac. 

Public Wmks 

Acq. for ED 

- 

ED 

TABLE A- VIII- 6 

1980 COMPOSITION OF SPENDING 
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT BY CITY DISTRESS 

(PERCENT DISTRIBUTION) 

Pvking Fac 

Public slmices 

Public Facilities 

open%== 

CITY DISTRESS 

NO#P 
Distressed 

17% 

19% 

18% 

15% 

1 Yo 

13% 

7% 

8% 

2% 

100% 

Moderately 
Distressed 

10% 

19% 

15% 

15% 

6% 

9% 

7% 

18% 

1 Yo 

100% 

Highly 
Distressed 

38% 

19% 

9% 

8% 

11% 

5?h 

So/. 

2% 

2 Yo 

1 % 

0% 

100% _-  
'less than 1 percent. 
Underlined Activities are Specially Authorized. 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD; CDBG Evaluatii Data Base 
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SPECIFIC SUB-PURPOSE 

Revitalize Central 
Business District 

Revitalize Other 
Commercial Area 

Provide Jobs 

ExpandlCreate 
Industrial Area 

Assist Small Businesses 

Provide Essential Senices 

Match Other Sources 
of Funds 

Create New Local 
Development Corporation 

Other 

Total 

1980 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS BUDGETED 
FOR SPECIFIC SUB-PURPOSES 

(Dollars in Millions) 

Percent of Economic 
Amount Development Purpose 

$ 30,442 

$ 55,992 

$ 30,638 

$ 25,729 

$ 17,676 

$ 16,890 

$ 9,427 

$ 1,750 

$ 7,855 

$196,399 

I 

16% 

29 Y O  

16% 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD CDBG Evaluation Data Base 
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TABLE A- VIII- 8 

1880 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDS BUDGETED FOR SPECIFIC SUB-PURPOSES 

BY CITY DISTRESS 

(Percent Distribution) 

SPECIFIC SUB-PURPOSE 

Revitallze Central 
Business Dlstrlct 

Revitalize Other 
Commercial Area 

Provide Jobs 

Expandcreate 
Industrial Area 

Asslst Small Business 

Provlde Essential Senlces 

Match Other Sources 
of Funds 

Create New Local 
Development Corporation 

Other 

Total 

CITY DISTRESS 

Non- Distressed 

33% 

32 % 

10% 

7% 

5% 

8 Yo 

1 O h  

4 yo 

100% 

Moderately 
Distressed 

21 Yo 

23 yo 

16% 

15% 

4 % 

9% 

7 vo 

1 O/O 

4 '/o 

100% 

Highly 
Distressed 

10% 

28% 

17% 

1 4 '/o 

1 1 %o 

9% 

5% 

1% 

5% 

100% 

*Less than 1% 

Source: Office of Evaluation, Community Planning and Development, HUD CDBG Evaluation Data Base 
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